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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2011

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 4, 2010

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room SD-192, Dirksen Sen-
ate Office Building, Hon. Byron L. Dorgan (chairman) presiding.

Present: Senators Dorgan, Murray, Landrieu, Reed, Tester, Ben-
nett, Bond, and Alexander.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
STATEMENT OF HON. STEVEN CHU, SECRETARY
OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN

Senator DORGAN. We are going to call the hearing to order. This
is a hearing of the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Energy
and Water Development.

Mr. Secretary, welcome to you.

The hearing today is to take testimony from Secretary Chu on
the Department of Energy’s fiscal year 2011 budget request.

V\ie will have other colleagues who will be joining us momen-
tarily.

And I wanted to mention at the start of the hearing that I am
necessarily going to have to leave. The President is signing a piece
of legislation that I authored at the White House. So I will be leav-
ing in about an hour, but we will have someone take the chair at
that point. Between now and then, we will have a discussion about
the budget request.

I would like to note that we will have Administrator D’Agostino
before the subcommittee on March 10 to discuss the NNSA fiscal
year 2011 budget request. That does not mean that we cannot ask
about that today, but because he is going to be here, I just want
people to be aware that we will have an opportunity to discuss that
budget in some detail in 2 weeks’ time.

Further, on March 11, we will have a hearing with the Corps of
Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation on the fiscal year 2011
budget request for water agencies, another very important hearing.

Today’s hearing and next week’s hearing on the NNSA budget
represent I think the good news for the subcommittee. Next Thurs-
day, when we hear from the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau
of Reclamation, we will be discussing budget cuts that exceed $500
million. That is not such good news if one believes water projects
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are both important investments in our country’s infrastructure and
job-creation and necessary. We are going to have a challenge of rec-
onciling the overall budget request to the subcommittee because we
are not going to have a half-a-billion-dollar cut for water projects
when this subcommittee completes its work. I would hope that
would be the case.

The budget request of $28.9 billion for the Energy Department
is a generous 6 percent increase over the enacted fiscal year 2010
bill. Much of that increase is within the National Nuclear Security
Administration’s budget, which is up about 13 percent. Excluding
NNSA, the remaining DOE programs are collectively up about 3
percent.

I am pleased that the administration agrees that energy research
is the key to maintaining our competitiveness internationally, as
well as increasing our energy security. We need to continue to de-
velop the technology that will allow us to harvest usable energy
from the wind and the sun, even as we pursue responsible oil and
gas1 development and ways to reduce carbon emitted when we use
coal.

The research that is required to get us to a cleaner energy future
happens in this Department, and I am excited about the work that
is coming out of the Department, Mr. Secretary.

I do have some concerns and questions about the budget request,
obviously, and we will talk about that. The significant priority on
funding within the EERE is where programs are up collectively
about $400 million. Only two programs are down from last year.
One is hydrogen and the other is water power, and I have some
concern, again, about the hydrogen programs which I feel we
should continue. I know that you have continued those programs
in this budget at a lower rate.

The Office of Science also sees a 6 percent, or $295 million, in-
crease in its program funding, and there are new initiatives in
science, including a proposed battery hub and a new program on
combustion engines.

Energy Frontier Research Centers and a fellowship program are
proposed for expansion. Both of those programs have only been up
for 2 years at this point. So they are now proposed to be expanded.

The ARPA-E program is proposed at $300 million, and I think
that is an exciting program. I know that there was a significant na-
tional gathering, Mr. Secretary, Monday and Tuesday of this week.
I am told it was very successful, but I am a big supporter of this
program and think it holds real promise in its approach to back
high-risk, but high-reward technology in energy.

Nuclear energy sees a significant increase with over $150 million
in new initiatives.

I am concerned that we have a lot of new initiatives that we are
proposing very significant increases to. I do not know that we know
specifically how some of these new initiatives are working yet be-
fore we proceed with very large increases. We would like to see
longer-term spending plans for some of these initiatives. NNSA, I
might say, gives us the 5-year spending plan. It would be nice to
see that in some of the rest of the areas.

One of the concerns I have in the budget is—and this will not
be a surprise to you, Secretary Chu, is regarding fossil energy. Fos-
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sil energy is proposed for an $86 million decrease, while other ac-
counts receive a substantial increase. Coal provides about 50 per-
cent of our electricity generated today in our country, and I believe
that the use of coal, natural gas, and oil will continue to be used
for decades to come in this country. So we have to find the means
to use our fossil fuels and develop the technologies, put a price on
carbon, and do so in a way that helps us mitigate greenhouse gas
emissions. All of that is critically important.

But I am concerned because the fossil energy account does not
show me new, substantive, elements in the budget to address what
I think is a critical need as well. I am a big fan of all the renew-
ables and this search for new technology and new science, but I
think it is important to keep our eye on the ball with respect to
fossil energy, which we are going to continue to use.

I have said before, Secretary Chu, you are a creative and innova-
tive person who has demonstrated great skill in a lot of areas and
I think much of that creativity and innovation is something we can
see in your budget request. I am really pleased that you are where
you are and while we will have some disagreements on the broader
issues, I think that this budget request moves us down the road in
some very important areas as well in a constructive way.

Let me call on Senator Bennett for an opening statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROBERT F. BENNETT

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Chu, we are delighted to have you here, along with
your team.

I find myself in agreement with many of things the chairman has
highlighted. The NNSA budget is something we will discuss at an-
other hearing. So I will not get into that.

But I agree with the chairman that energy research is something
that we clearly need to do in a wide variety of areas, and invest-
ments in the energy sector are some of the most important we can
make.

Now, I am concerned with the priorities that I see in the budget
with respect to energy research, and let us talk about some of those
concerns.

Talk about unobligated balances. I am assuming the budget re-
quest was considered without taking into account what was fund-
ing from the stimulus bill, or the Recovery Act. Over a year ago,
with a promise of creating thousands of jobs and increasing energy
efficiency, reducing the nuclear waste footprint—and these goals
are far from being met. The Department of Energy is sitting on a
tremendous balance of unspent funds. About $34 billion of the
$36.7 billion appropriated remains unspent, 93 percent, as well as
over $1 billion in funds from prior year balances in numerous pro-
grams. The money seems to be piling up down there from prior ap-
propriations bills.

As one example, with over $5 billion available in weatherization
funds, I cannot understand why your budget would include a 43
percent increase in the amount provided in fiscal year 2010 for this
program, especially when the Department’s own estimates indicate
that the stimulus funds will not be spent until well in 2012.
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Now, another aspect that I find troubling is the same one the
chairman has referred to, to slash the fossil energy R&D program
by more than 20 percent. Here you have got all of this money
unspent in this one area and then you are saying, well, we are
going to cut fossil energy R&D by more than 20 percent, and this
includes eliminating the natural gas technology’s account and the
unconventional fossil energy’s technology line that we in this sub-
committee included in last year’s bill.

So I am glad the chairman raised this as an issue. Fossil energy
and particularly natural gas is the only energy that we have that
will bridge the gap between today and the clean energy future that
we are hoping for in, roughly, 30 to 40 years. And that is a signifi-
cant timeframe, and to be cutting back on the fuel that will allow
us to deal with that timeframe is something I think we need to dis-
cuss.

Now, if I can be specific with respect to my State on this question
of fossil fuel research, you are halting research on unconventional
resources in eastern Utah, southern Wyoming, and western Colo-
rado. Every energy expert says that in that pool of shale oil, there
is more oil than there is in Saudi Arabia, but it needs some re-
search to figure out how to get it out. But it will remain virtually
untapped if this research is not performed.

Another area that concerned me is the sizable reduction to hy-
dropower. Solar and wind receive unsustainable increases. You
cannot spend that much money and you want to tax utilities to
generate $200 million. Well, that was a non-starter last year. I
think it will be a non-starter again this year. It leaves a $200 mil-
lion hole in your budget.

While I am in the West, let us talk about uranium sales. I was
very concerned that the Department unilaterally decided to drop
some of its inventory of uranium on the market this year, bartering
uranium in exchange for cleanup work at the Portsmouth, Ohio
site. Now, obviously, this caused great consternation with uranium
miners due to a potential for steep drops in the price of uranium,
and the spots sales approach is a bad deal for the taxpayer in my
view. The Department is proposing increased appropriations for de-
contamination and decommissioning work at Portsmouth in fiscal
year 2011 in lieu of continuing the bartering arrangement.

Now, I understand the Department has not stated with certainty
that it will discontinue the practice of dumping uranium on the
market, and certainty is what the uranium industry or any other
industry needs. Uncertainty always causes difficulties and chal-
lenges, and I hope we can have an opportunity to work together on
this problem as we move forward.

Now, on a more positive note, I think you are on the right track
with your 5 percent increase in nuclear energy and the tripling of
the loan guarantee authority for nuclear plant construction. The
demand for loan guarantees in nuclear technology outstrips the
current loan authority. It is going to be critical in jump starting the
nuclear industry, and I think that is a key part of the path to en-
ergy that does not have greenhouse gas emissions.

Now, while I am glad to see the increase and the tripling of the
loan guarantee, the loan guarantee program has been mired in
problems. And in the 5 years since it was authorized—and that
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precedes your entry into the Department—only one guarantee has
been issued. Five conditional commitments have been made, and it
was the Department’s intention to have 21 commitments by the
end of 2009. According to GAQO, the program has been run in an
ad hoc manner without any transparency to the applicants and the
situation where there are different rules applied in different in-
stances.

And we would like to know if you have the tools in hand to make
the program a success or whether you need additional legislative
fixes. If you do need additional legislative fixes, let us know be-
cause I am supportive of providing the additional guarantee and
would love to see demonstrable improvements to the program.

Contract administration and project management, with over 90
percent of your budget spent on contracts, improving contract ad-
ministration, obviously, has to be a very high level issue. And DOE
contract management has been on the GAO high risk list of pro-
grams ripe for fraud, waste, and abuse since 1990. So again, this
predates you and is not something that we can lay at your feet, but
it is something that you inherited. And strengthening contract
management includes the development of high quality cost esti-
mates early on. The surprise we received a year ago when we held
these hearings, Mr. Chairman, about enormous pension liabilities
seem as illustrative of the problem you have when contracts are
not managed properly.

And I am glad to hear that the Department is beginning to get
its arms around this problem, but we still do not know what the
pension liability is going to be for this year or for next or how the
Department plans to get this under control in the future. And the
amount to cover the shortfall is potentially in the hundreds of mil-
lilons1 of dollars. So this is something that we are going to follow
closely.

Now, to close, I have a bittersweet example of something I am
concerned about. The Moab tailings sites in my home State have
met all of its milestones. It has got a million tons of tailings
shipped and disposed of. It is coming in under budget and ahead
of schedule. And the project is slated to be decreased to $8 million,
or 20 percent, in this budget. And I say, wait a minute. Is this a
good deed that is going unpunished as they are moving these
tailings in a very expeditious way and get rewarded for that by
having a cut in the budget and a suggestion that they will slow
down the excellent progress that they have established?

So, on that parochial note Mr. Chairman, thank you very much
for the opportunity to comment.

Senator DORGAN. Senator Bennett, thank you very much.

Unless there is objection, I am going to welcome Secretary Chu’s
testimony, and then we will have robust rounds of questions. Sen-
ator Reed, does that work for you?

Senator REED. All right.

Senator DORGAN. All right, and Senator Tester.

Senator TESTER. Okay.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Secretary, thank you very much and why
do you not proceed? Your entire statement will be made a part of
the permanent record and we would ask that you summarize.
Thank you very much.
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STATEMENT OF HON. STEVEN CHU

Secretary CHU. Thank you, Chairman Dorgan, Ranking Member
Bennett. I hope to respond to your questions later, but let me first
go through my remarks.

Senator DORGAN. You may respond as you wish in your opening
statement or as an adjunct to your opening statement as well.

Secretary CHU. Well, if there is time.

Chairman Dorgan, Ranking Member Bennett, members of the
subcommittee, I thank you for the opportunity to be before you
today to talk about the President’s budget request.

President Obama has stated that “the Nation that leads the
world in creating new sources of clean energy will be the Nation
that leads the 21st century economy.” And I share this view.

The President’s 2011 budget request for $28.4 billion for the De-
partment of Energy will help position the United States to be a
global leader in the new energy economy. The budget request
makes much-needed investments to harness the power of American
ingenuity. This request will create clean energy jobs, expand the
frontiers of science, reduce nuclear dangers, and help curb the car-
bon pollution that threatens our planet.

The President’s budget request includes an investment of $2.4
billion in energy efficiency and renewable sources of energy. It also
proposes innovative energy efficiency and renewable energy
projects through $500 million in credit subsidy that will support $3
billion to $5 billion in lending. It expands the Advanced Manufac-
turing Tax Credit by $5 billion, a program that was oversubscribed
by three to one, to help build a robust domestic manufacturing ca-
pacity for clean energy technologies. Through this budget, we will
increase research, demonstration, and deployment of wind, solar,
and geothermal energies; make buildings and homes more efficient;
develop energy-efficient vehicles; and pursue carbon capture and
sequestration.

Nuclear energy must also be part of our clean energy mix. Our
budget request includes an additional $36 billion in loan guarantee
authority for the nuclear power sector, as well as $495 million for
nuclear energy research and development. On February 16th,
President Obama announced conditional commitments for more
than $8 billion in loan guarantees for what will be the first nuclear
powerplant to break ground in nearly three decades.

We have many technologies in hand today to begin the transition
to a low-carbon economy, but we will need breakthroughs and bet-
ter technologies to meet our long-term goals. The budget request
invests in basic and applied research and puts us on a path to dou-
bling funding for science, a key presidential priority.

The budget request supports the Department’s three new com-
plementary approaches to marshalling the Nation’s brightest minds
to accelerate energy breakthroughs.

We will continue funding the three Energy Innovation Hubs in-
troduced in 2010. In addition, we are proposing a new hub to dra-
matically improve batteries and energy storage.

The Energy Frontier Research Centers program will be expanded
to capture new and emerging opportunities.



7

And the fiscal year 2011 budget request includes $300 million to
pursue potentially transformative technologies through the Ad-
vanced Research Projects Agency-Energy.

We are also requesting $55 million to start RE-ENERGYSE ini-
tiatives to support K through 20-plus science and engineering edu-
cation.

In addition to the health of our economy and our planet, the De-
partment of Energy is focused on the safety and security of our
people. Last April in Prague, President Obama outlined an ambi-
tious agenda to address the greatest threat to global security, the
danger of terrorists getting their hands on nuclear weapons or the
material to build them. The Department is requesting a significant
increase, more than $550 million in new funding, for the NNSA De-
fense Nuclear Nonproliferation program to help meet the Presi-
dent’s goals of securing all vulnerable nuclear materials around the
world in 4 years.

The President has also made clear that as long as nuclear weap-
ons continue to exist, it is essential we ensure the safety, security,
and effectiveness of our nuclear stockpile. With the $7 billion in
funds we have requested, we can upgrade our infrastructure that
has been allowed to decay in the past decade, support the work of
our national labs, and recruit the skilled workforce we need.

The budget also protects public health and safety by cleaning up
the environmental legacy of the Nation’s nuclear weapons program.
In 2010, the Department will discontinue its application to the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission for a license to construct a high-
level waste geological repository at Yucca Mountain.

To deal with our nuclear waste management needs, the adminis-
tration has announced an independent, bipartisan commission, co-
chaired by General Brent Scowcroft and Congressman Lee Ham-
ilton, to conduct a comprehensive review of the back end of the fuel
cycle and to provide recommendations for a safe, long-term solu-
tion.

Building a clean energy future will not be easy, but it is nec-
essary for our economy and our security. As a scientist, I am opti-
mistic. I believe we can meet the challenge and lead the world in
the 21st century.

PREPARED STATEMENT

President Obama and I look forward to working with this sub-
committee and this Congress to build a stronger, safer, more pros-
perous future. Thank you. I am pleased to take questions at this
time.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. STEVEN CHU

Chairman Dorgan, Ranking Member Bennett, and members of the subcommittee,
thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the President’s
fiscal year 2011 budget request for the Department of Energy.

President Obama has stated, “The nation that leads the world in creating new
sources of clean energy will be the nation that leads the 21st century global econ-
omy.” I fervently share this view. The President’s fiscal year 2011 budget request
of g28.4 billion will help position the United States to be the global leader in the
new energy economy. The budget request makes much-needed investments to har-
ness the power of American ingenuity. This request will create clean energy jobs,
expand the frontiers of science, reduce nuclear dangers, and help curb the carbon
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pollution that threatens our planet. As part of this administration’s commitment to
fiscal responsibility, the Department of Energy is also proposing several program re-
ductions and terminations.

AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT

The fiscal year 2011 budget request builds on the investments in the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act. Through the $36.7 billion the Department received
from the Recovery Act, we are putting Americans to work, while helping to build
a clean energy economy, spur energy innovation, and reduce our dependence on oil.
We’ve begun to make our homes and offices more energy efficient, modernize our
grid, and invest in key renewable energy projects. Getting this money out the door
?uickly, carefully, and transparently has been and will continue to be a top priority
or me.

FISCAL YEAR 2011 BUDGET SUPPORTS STRATEGIC PRIORITIES

To continue the progress we have made, the fiscal year 2011 budget request sup-

ports the Department’s strategic priorities of:

—Transitioning to a low-carbon economy by developing and deploying clean and
efficient energy technologies, increasing generation capacity and improving our
transmission capabilities;

—Investing in scientific discovery and innovation to find solutions to pressing en-
ergy challenges and maintain American economic competitiveness; and

—Enhancing national security by ensuring the safety, security and effectiveness
of the nuclear stockpile without testing. The budget request also includes funds
to work with our international partners to secure vulnerable nuclear material
around the world within 4 years, and advance our nuclear legacy cleanup.

These strategic priorities will be enabled by a continued commitment to improving

the management and fiscal performance of the Department.

ENERGY

To transition to a low-carbon future, we must change the way we generate and
use energy. The President’s budget request invests in clean energy priorities, includ-
ing an investment of $2.4 billion in energy efficiency and renewable sources of en-
ergy. It also promotes innovative energy efficiency and renewable energy projects
through $500 million in credit subsidy that will support $3 to $5 billion in lending.
It expands the Advanced Manufacturing Tax Credit by $5 billion to help build a ro-
bust domestic manufacturing capacity for clean energy technologies. Through this
budget, we will increase research, demonstration, and deployment of wind, solar and
geothermal energies; make buildings and homes more efficient; develop energy effi-
cient vehicles; and pursue carbon capture and sequestration.

Nuclear energy must also be a part of our clean energy mix. During his State of
the Union address, President Obama said, “To create more of these clean energy
jobs, we need more production, more efficiency, more incentives. And that means
building a new generation of safe, clean nuclear power plants in this country.” The
President and I are committed to restarting our domestic nuclear industry. Our
budget request includes an additional $36 billion in loan guarantee authority for the
nuclear power sector to help construct the first new nuclear plants in decades, as
well as $495 million for research and development to support the competitiveness,
safety and proliferation resistance of nuclear energy in the United States and
abroad. On February 16, President Obama announced conditional commitments for
more than $8 billion in loan guarantees for what will be the first U.S. nuclear power
plant to break ground in nearly three decades.

INNOVATION

We have many technologies in hand today to begin the transition to a low-carbon
economy, but we will need breakthroughs and better technologies to meet our long-
term goals. The budget request invests in basic and applied research and puts us
on the path to doubling funding for science, a key presidential priority. We are also
requesting $55 million to start the RE-ENERGYSE initiative to help educate the
next generation of scientists and engineers.

The budget request also supports the Department’s three new, complementary ap-
p}:oach}els to marshalling the Nation’s brightest minds to accelerate energy break-
throughs.

The first approach is the Energy Innovation Hubs. The Hubs are multidisci-
plinary, goal-oriented, and will be managed by top teams of scientists and engineers
with enough resources and authority to move quickly in response to new develop-
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ments. They are to be modeled after laboratories such as MIT’s Radiation Labora-
tory, which developed radar during World War II, and Bell Laboratories when it in-
vented and developed the transistor. Ideally, this work will be conducted under one
roof. The Department will continue funding the three Energy Innovation Hubs in-
troduced in fiscal year 2010. In addition, we are proposing a new Hub to dramati-
cally improve batteries and energy storage.

The second approach is the Energy Frontier Research Centers. The EFRCs are
mainly university-based, problem-oriented research. We have identified key sci-
entific barriers to energy breakthroughs, and we believe we can clear these road-
blocks faster by linking together small groups of researchers across departments,
schools, and institutions. The Department proposes expanding the Energy Frontier
Research Centers to capture emerging opportunities in new materials and basic re-
search for energy needs.

The third funding approach is the Advanced Research Projects Agency-Energy
(ARPA-E). ARPA-E is technology-oriented. We are seeking the boldest and best
ideas for potentially transformative energy technologies and funding them to see if
they work. The fiscal year 2011 budget request includes $300 million for ARPA-E.
ARPA-E is also dedicated to the market adoption of these new technologies. This
week, ARPA-E sponsored a very successful conference here in Washington to bring
together our Nation’s energy innovators. I want to thank Chairman Dorgan for at-
tending this event.

SECURITY

In addition to the health of our economy and our planet, the Department of En-
ergy is focused on the safety and security of our people. Last April in Prague, Presi-
dent Obama outlined an ambitious agenda to address the greatest threat to global
security—the danger of terrorists getting their hands on nuclear weapons or the ma-
terial to build them. The Department is requesting a significant increase in the
budget—more than $550 million in new funding—for the NNSA Defense Nuclear
Nonproliferation program to help meet the President’s goal of securing all vulner-
able nuclear materials around the world in 4 years.

The President has also made clear that, as long as nuclear weapons continue to
exist, it is essential that we ensure the safety, security and effectiveness of our nu-
clear stockpile. With the $7 billion in funds we have requested, we can upgrade our
infrastructure that has been allowed to decay in the past decade, support the cut-
ting-edge work of our National Labs, and recruit the skilled workforce we need
today and in the future. Over the next 5 years, we intend to boost this funding by
more than $5 billion. Even in a time of tough budget decisions, we must make this
investment for the sake of our security.

The budget request also protects public health and safety by cleaning up the envi-
ronmental legacy of the Nation’s nuclear weapons program. In 2010 the Department
will discontinue its application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission for a li-
cense to construct a high-level waste geologic repository at Yucca Mountain.

Both the President and I have made clear that Yucca Mountain is not an option.
To deal with our nuclear waste management needs, the administration has brought
together a range of experts to conduct a comprehensive review of the back end of
the fuel cycle. The Blue Ribbon Commission announced recently, and co-chaired by
General Brent Scowcroft and Congressman Lee Hamilton, will provide recommenda-
tions for developing a safe, long-term solution to managing the Nation’s used nu-
clear fuel and its nuclear waste.

As part of our comprehensive strategy to restart the nuclear industry, we also
propose breaking down artificial stovepipes and merging the Office of Civilian Ra-
dioactive Waste Management into the Office of Nuclear Energy.

MANAGEMENT

Finally, in order to transform the way Americans generate and use energy, we
must transform the Department itself. As part of the Obama administration’s re-
form agenda, the budget request includes $2 million to establish a new Management
Reform initiative to provide strategic direction, coordination and oversight of reform
initiatives. This initiative will report directly to me and will receive close personal
attention. We made important reforms when we began to implement the Recovery
Act, and now we need to institutionalize those reforms and apply them across the
Department.

Additionally, we are committed to being good stewards of the taxpayers’ money.
As we developed the budget, we looked to eliminate or reduce programs where we
could. For example, we eliminated more than $2.7 billion in tax subsidies for oil,
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coal and gas industries. This step is estimated to generate more than $38.8 billion
in revenue for the Federal Government over the next 10 years.

Building a clean energy future won’t be easy, but it is necessary for our economy
and our security. As a scientist, I am an optimist, and I believe that we can meet
this challenge and lead the world in the 21st century.

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY BUDGET

The Department’s fiscal year 2011 budget request of $28.4 billion, a 6.8 percent
or $1.8 billion increase from fiscal year 2010, supports the President’s commitment
to respond in a considered, yet expeditious manner to the challenges of rebuilding
the economy, maintaining nuclear deterrence, securing nuclear materials, improving
energy efficiency, incentivizing production of renewable energy, and curbing green-
house gas emissions that contribute to climate change. Together with the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act) and fiscal year 2010 budget,
the fiscal year 2011 budget request supports investment for a multi-year effort to
address these interconnected challenges.

The fiscal year 2011 budget builds on the $36.7 billion in Recovery Act funding.
By the end of fiscal year 2010, the Department expects to obligate 100 percent and
outlay roughly 35-40 percent of Recovery Act funds. In developing the fiscal year
2011 budget request, the Department has taken these investments into account. Re-
covery Act investments in energy conservation and renewable energy sources ($16.8
billion), environmental management ($6 billion), funds supporting loan guarantees
for renewable energy and electric power transmission projects ($4 billion), grid mod-
ernization ($4.5 billion), carbon capture and sequestration ($3.4 billion), basic
science research ($1.6 billion), and the establishment of the Advanced Research
Projects Agency—Energy ($0.4 billion) will continue to strengthen the economy by
providing much-needed investment, by saving or creating tens of thousands of direct
jobs, cutting carbon emissions, and reducing U.S. dependence on oil.

The President’s fiscal year 2011 budget supports our three strategic priorities:

—Innovation.—Investing in science, discovery and innovation to provide solutions

to pressing energy challenges

—FEnergy.—Providing clean, secure energy and promoting economic prosperity

through energy efficiency and domestic forms of energy

—Security.—Safeguarding nuclear and radiological materials, advancing respon-

sible legacy cleanup, and maintaining nuclear deterrence

These strategic priorities will be enabled by a continued commitment to manage-
ment excellence:

—Management.—Transforming the culture of the Department with a results-ori-

ented approach

Innovation—Investing in Science, Discovery and Innovation to Provide Solutions to
Pressing Energy Challenges

As President Obama made clear in his remarks to the National Academy of
Sciences in April 2009, the public sector must invest in research and innovation not
only because the private sector is sometimes reluctant to take large risks, but be-
cause the rewards will be broadly shared across the economy. Leading requires as-
sembling a critical mass of the best scientists and engineers to engage in mission-
oriented, cross-disciplinary approaches to addressing current and future energy
challenges. To develop clean energy solutions and maintain nuclear security, the De-
partment must cultivate the science, technology, engineering, and mathematics
workforce of the next generation. The fiscal year 2011 budget request of $55 million
for RE-ENERGYSE (Regaining our ENERGY Science and Engineering Edge) sup-
ports K-20+ science and engineering education.

With every initiative the Department undertakes, sound science must be at the
core. In fiscal year 2011 the Department will increasingly emphasize cross-cutting
initiatives to link science throughout the Department, specifically with energy and
national security programs. These cross-cutting initiatives will enhance science ca-
pabilities to create knowledge and innovative technologies that can be brought to
bear on national energy and security issues, leverage world-class science and engi-
neering expertise to establish global leadership as clean energy innovators, and em-
ploy use-inspired research to reduce the cost and time to bring technologies to mar-
ket at scale. The Department believes that it will deliver solutions more quickly and
efficiently through our efforts to break down the traditional stovepipes and operate
in a more integrated and coordinated manner. The fiscal year 2011 budget continues
to address the President’s priorities in an integrated and efficient manner, and to
deliver results for the American taxpayer.

The Department continues its strong commitment to basic research and supports
the President’s Plan for Science and Innovation by requesting funding for the Office
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of Science at $5.1 billion, a 4.4 percent or $218 million increase from fiscal year
2010. The fiscal year 2011 budget request will support the training of students and
researchers in fields critical to national competitiveness and innovation, and will
support investments in areas of research essential for a clean energy future. The
President’s Plan commits to doubling Federal investment in basic research at select
agencies. The Department supports an overarching commitment to science by in-
vesting in basic and applied research, creating new incentives for private innovation
and promoting breakthroughs in energy.

To help achieve the game-changing breakthroughs needed to continue leading the
global economy, the fiscal year 2011 budget request includes $300 million for the
Advanced Research Projects Agency-Energy (ARPA-E). Introduced in fiscal year
2009, ARPA-E is responsible for enabling specific high-risk and high-payoff trans-
formational research and development projects. Beyond simply funding trans-
formational research that creates revolutionary technologies, ARPA-E is dedicated
to the market adoption of those new technologies to meet the Nation’s long-term en-
ergy challenges. This funding, along with the $400 million made available through
the Recovery Act, will provide sustained investment in this pioneering program.

The Department will continue funding the three Energy Innovation Hubs intro-
duced in fiscal year 2010 to focus on developing fuels that can be produced directly
from sunlight, improving energy efficient building systems design, and using mod-
eling and simulation tools to create a virtual model of an operating advanced nu-
clear reactor. In addition, DOE is proposing a new Hub to focus on batteries and
energy storage. Each of these Hubs will bring together a multidisciplinary team of
researchers in an effort to speed research and shorten the path from scientific dis-
covery to technological development and commercial deployment of highly promising
energy-related technologies.

Complementing the Hubs, the Department proposes expanding the Energy Fron-
tier Research Centers in fiscal year 2011 to capture new, emerging opportunities by
furthering its scientific reach and potential technological impact by competitively so-
liciting in two categories: discovery and development of new materials critical to
science frontiers and technology innovations, and basic research for energy needs.

Energy—Providing Clean, Secure Energy and Promoting Economic Prosperity
through Energy Efficiency and Domestic Forms of Energy

In Copenhagen, President Obama emphasized that climate change is a grave and
growing danger. The imperative now is to develop the capacity to confront the chal-
Ienges climate change poses and seize the opportunity to be the global leader in the
clean energy economy. Meeting the administration’s goal to reduce carbon emissions
by more than 80 percent by 2050 will be achieved by addressing supply and demand
through increased energy efficiency, renewable generation, and grid modernization,
as well as improvements in existing technologies and information analysis. An im-
portant tool that will continue to be used to address these issues will be loan guar-
antees. The Department’s fiscal year 2011 budget request, building on the fiscal
year 2010 budget and the Recovery Act, invests in the research, development, and
deployment of technologies that will position the United States to lead international
efforts to confront climate change now and in the future. The long-term economic
recovery will be sustained by these continued investments in the new energy econ-
omy.

Loan Guarantees

The Loan Guarantee Program Office (LGPO) is a vital tool for promoting innova-
tion in the energy sector across a broad portfolio of clean and efficient energy tech-
nologies. In fiscal year 2011, the Department is requesting funding and authority
to support approximately $40 billion in additional loan authority for innovative en-
ergy technology development. During fiscal year 2010, the LGPO streamlined the
application review process. The new authority requested will help the Department
to encourage and accelerate the availability of loans to leverage private sector in-
vestment in clean energy projects that will save and create jobs and stimulate the
economy.

Energy Efficiency

In August 2009, President Obama said, “If we want to reduce our dependence on
oil, put Americans back to work and reassert our manufacturing sector as one of
the greatest in the world, we must produce the advanced, efficient vehicles of the
future.” In fiscal year 2011, the Department will promote energy efficiency in vehi-
cles technologies, at $325 million. No less important to achieving the President’s
stated ambitions is decreasing energy consumption through developing and advanc-
ing building technologies ($231 million) and industrial technologies ($100 million).
Federal assistance for State-level programs, such as State Energy Program grants
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($75 million, a 50 percent increase from fiscal year 2010) and Weatherization Assist-
ance grants ($300 million, a 43 percent increase from fiscal year 2010), will help
States and individuals take advantage of efficiency measures for buildings and
homes, lower energy costs and greenhouse gas emissions, and develop an ever-evolv-
ing, technically proficient workforce.

Clean, Renewable Energy Generation

The fiscal year 2011 budget request will modernize the Nation’s energy infrastruc-
ture by investing in a variety of renewable sources such as solar ($302 million),
wind ($123 million), water ($41 million), hydrogen ($137 million), biomass ($220
million) and geothermal ($55 million). These sources of energy reduce the production
of greenhouse gas emissions and continue the pursuit of a clean energy economy
built on the next generation of domestic production. The Department is also con-
tinuing to promote domestic clean energy through the four Power Marketing Admin-
fistrations, which market and deliver electricity primarily generated by hydroelectric

ams.

Grid Modernization

In support of the modernization of the electricity grid, the President’s fiscal year
2011 budget requests $144 million for research and development to improve reli-
ability, efficiency, flexibility, and security of electricity transmission and distribution
networks. The “Smart Grid” will integrate new and improved technologies into the
energy mix, ensuring reliability, integration of renewable energy resources, and im-
proving security.

While investing in energy efficiency, renewable energy generation, and grid mod-
ernization are fundamental steps necessary for creating a clean energy economy; in-
vesting in the improvement of existing sources of energy will provide a bridge be-
tween current and future technologies. These technologies are already a major seg-
ment of the energy mix and will play a critical role in providing a solid foundation
that will make possible the creation of this new economy.

Safe and Secure Nuclear Energy

Nuclear energy currently supplies approximately 20 percent of the Nation’s elec-
tricity and 70 percent of the Nation’s clean, non-carbon electricity. The request for
the Office of Nuclear Energy includes $495 million for research, development, and
demonstration in addition to investments in supportive infrastructure. Work on ad-
vanced reactor technologies, fuel cycle technologies, waste management, and cross-
cutting technologies and transformative concepts will help ensure that nuclear en-
ergy remains a safe, secure, economical source of clean energy. The Department will
also promote nuclear energy through the Loan Guarantee Program, which is re-
questing an additional $36 billion in loan authority for nuclear power in fiscal year
2011 (for a total of $54.5 billion).

Clean and Abundant Fossil Energy

The world will continue to rely on coal fired electrical generation to meet energy
demand. It is imperative that the United States develop the technology to ensure
that base-load electricity generation is as clean and reliable as possible. The Office
of Fossil Energy will invest $438 million in the research and development of ad-
vanced coal-fueled power systems and carbon capture and storage technologies. This
will allow the continued use of the abundant domestic coal resources in the United
States while reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Accurate energy information and analysis play a critical role in promoting effi-
cient energy markets and informing policy-making and strategic planning. This
budget requests a total of $129 million for the Energy Information Administration,
the statutory statistical agency within the Department, to improve energy data and
analysis programs.

Security—Safeguarding Nuclear and Radiological Materials, Advancing Responsible
Legacy Cleanup and Maintaining Nuclear Deterrence

Reduces the Risk of Proliferation

In an April 2009 speech in Prague, the President called the threat of nuclear pro-
liferation “the most immediate and extreme threat to global security” and an-
nounced his support for a new international effort to secure all vulnerable nuclear
material around the world within 4 years. The fiscal year 2011 budget for the NNSA
Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation program supports this effort, recognizing the ur-
gency of the threat and making the full commitment to global cooperation that is
essential to addressing this threat. The budget provides $2.7 billion in fiscal year
2011, and $13.7 billion through fiscal year 2015 to detect, secure, and dispose of
dangerous nuclear and radiological material worldwide. This request is an increase
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of 26 percent or $550 million from fiscal year 2010. The budget supports cooperative
nonproliferation initiatives with foreign governments and the effort and expertise to
forge them into durable international partnerships, achieving the objective of a
world without nuclear weapons. The budget continues the installation of radiation
detection equipment at international border crossings and Megaports, significantly
expands materials protection and control security upgrades at selected sites in for-
eign countries to address outsider and insider threats, and accelerates the pace of
highly enriched uranium research reactor conversions with an urgent focus to de-
velop the capability to produce the medical isotope molybdenum-99 in the United
States using low enriched uranium. The fiscal year 2011 budget request provides
$4.4 billion over 5 years for Fissile Materials Disposition including the construction
of U.S. facilities for the disposition of U.S. weapons-grade plutonium in fulfillment
of our commitment with the Russian Federation under the Plutonium Management
and Disposition Agreement of September 2000, and provides the first $100 million
of a $400 million U.S. commitment to advance the construction of plutonium disposi-
tion facilities in the Russian Federation. The fiscal year 2011 budget request also
supports a funding increase for Nonproliferation and Verification Research and De-
velopment for new technologies in support of treaty monitoring and verification.

Leverages Science to Maintain Nuclear Deterrence

The fiscal year 2011 budget request advances the Department’s commitment to
the national security interests of the United States through stewardship of a safe,
secure and effective nuclear weapons stockpile without the use of underground nu-
clear testing. As the role of nuclear weapons in our Nation’s defense evolves and
the threats to national security continue to grow, the focus of this enterprise must
also change and place its tremendous intellectual capacity and unique facilities in
the service of addressing other challenges related to national defense. NNSA is tak-
ing steps to move in this direction, including functioning as a national science, tech-
nology, and engineering resource to other agencies with national security respon-
sibilities. NNSA must ensure our evolving strategic posture places the stewardship
of our nuclear stockpile, nonproliferation programs, counterterrorism, missile de-
fenses, and the international arms control objectives into one comprehensive strat-
egy that protects the American people and our allies. Through the NNSA, the De-
partment requests $7.0 billion for the Weapons Activities appropriation, a 9.8 per-
cent or $624 million increase from the fiscal year 2010 appropriation. This increase
provides a strong basis for transitioning to a smaller nuclear stockpile, strengthens
the science, technology and engineering base, modernizes key nuclear facilities, and
streamlines the enterprise’s physical and operational footprint.

These investments will enable execution of a comprehensive nuclear defense strat-
egy based on current and projected global threats that relies less on nuclear weap-
ons, yet enhances national security by strengthening the NNSA’s nuclear security
programs. This improved NNSA capability base will mitigate the concerns regarding
ratification of the follow-on Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty and the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty. The fiscal year 2011 request for Weapons Activities has four
major components. The request for Stockpile Support increases, reflecting the Presi-
dent’s commitment to maintain the safety, security and effectiveness of the nuclear
deterrent without underground nuclear testing, consistent with the principles of the
Stockpile Management Program outlined in section 3113(a)(2) of the National De-
fense Authorization Act of fiscal year 2010 (50 U.S.C. 2524). The request for Science,
Technology and Engineering increases by over 10 percent, and provides the funding
necessary to protect and advance the scientific capabilities at the U.S. nuclear secu-
rity laboratories supporting the stockpile and broader national security and energy
issues. The budget request for infrastructure supports the operation and mainte-
nance of the Government-owned, contractor-operated facilities in the nuclear secu-
rity enterprise, as well as special capabilities for secure transportation and construc-
tion. The security and counterterrorism component of the budget provides for phys-
ical and cyber security in the NNSA enterprise, as well as emergency response as-
sets and NNSA’s focused research and development contribution to the Nation’s
counterterrorism efforts.

Advances Responsible Environmental Cleanup

The fiscal year 2011 budget includes $6 billion for the Office of Environmental
Management to protect public health and safety by cleaning up hazardous, radio-
active legacy waste from the Manhattan Project and the cold war. This funding will
allow the program to continue to accelerate cleaning up and closing sites, focusing
on activities with the greatest risk reduction.

As the Department continues to make progress in completing clean-up, the fiscal
year 2011 budget request of $189 million for the Office of Legacy Management sup-
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ports the Department’s long-term stewardship responsibilities and payment of pen-
sions and benefits for former contractor workers after site closure.

The administration has determined that the Yucca Mountain repository is not a
workable option and has decided to terminate the Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management. The core functions and staff to support efforts under the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act to meet the obligation of the Government will transfer to the
Office of Nuclear Energy by the end of fiscal year 2010.

Management—Transforming the Culture of the Department With a Results-Oriented
Approach

In order to transform the way Americans use and produce energy, we must trans-
form the Department of Energy. The Department is committed to strengthening its
management culture and increasing its focus on results. The implementation of the
Recovery Act provided the Department with an opportunity to continue to refine
best practices in management, accountability, operations, and transparency. These
best practices will be applied in executing the fiscal year 2011 budget.

To achieve our strategic priorities, the Department requests a net of $169 million
for departmental administration. These funds, along with resources in individual
program offices, will help transform key functional areas such as human, financial,
project, and information technology management. The request includes $2 million
for Management Reform within the Office of the Secretary, which will provide the
Department with strategic direction, coordination, and oversight of reform initia-
tives.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY FISCAL YEAR 2011 PROGRAM OFFICE HIGHLIGHTS

Office of Science—Supporting Cutting-Edge Foundational Scientific Research

The Department of Energy’s Office of Science (SC) delivers discoveries and sci-
entific tools that transform our understanding of energy and matter and advance
the national, economic, and energy security of the United States. SC is a primary
sponsor of basic research in the United States, leading the Nation to support the
physical sciences in a broad array of research subjects in order to improve energy
security and address issues ancillary to energy, such as climate change, genomics,
and life sciences. In fiscal year 2011, the Department requests $5.1 billion, an in-
crease of 4.4 percent over the enacted fiscal year 2010 appropriation, to invest in
science research. The fiscal year 2011 request supports the President’s Plan for
Science and Innovation, which encompasses the entire SC budget, as part of a strat-
egy to double overall basic research funding at select agencies. As part of this plan,
the budget request supports the training of students and researchers in fields crit-
ical to our national competitiveness and innovation economy, and supports invest-
ments in areas of research critical to our clean energy future and to making the
United States a leader on climate change.

SC is addressing critical societal challenges and key missions of the Department
of Energy through significant improvements in existing technologies and develop-
ment of new energy technologies. SC will accomplish this by: (1) sustained invest-
ments in exploratory and high-risk research in traditional and emerging disciplines,
including the development of new tools and facilities; (2) focused investments in
high-priority research areas; and (3) investments that train new generations of sci-
entists and engineers to be leaders in the 21st century. The fiscal year 2011 budget
request supports all three of these investment strategies.

Two of the four Energy Innovation Hubs being requested in fiscal year 2011 are
through the Office of Science; these Hubs will bring together teams of experts from
multiple disciplines to focus on two grand challenges in energy: (1) Fuels from Sun-
light, a Hub established in fiscal year 2010 and (2) Batteries and Energy Storage,
a new Hub in the fiscal year 2011 request.

The Energy Frontier Research Centers (EFRC) program will be expanded in the
fiscal year 2011 request to capture new, emerging opportunities by furthering its
scientific reach and potential technological impact. New EFRCs will be competitively
solicited in two categories: discovery and development of new materials that are crit-
ical to both science frontiers and technology innovations, and basic research for en-
ergy needs in a limited number of areas that are underrepresented in the 46 origi-
nal EFRC awards.

The fiscal year 2011 request for the U.S. ITER Project ($80 million, a decrease
of $55 million from fiscal year 2010) is a reflection of the pace of ITER construction
as of the end of 2009. The administration is engaged in a range of efforts to imple-
ment management reforms at the ITER organization and accelerate ITER construc-
tion while minimizing the overall cost of the construction phase for the United
States and the other ITER members.
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The Office of Science supports investigators from more than 300 academic institu-
tions and from all of the DOE laboratories. The fiscal year 2011 budget request will
support approximately 27,000 Ph.D.s, graduate students, undergraduates, engi-
neers, and technicians. Nearly 26,000 researchers from universities, national labora-
tories, industry, and international partners are expected to use SC scientific user
facilities in fiscal year 2011.

Advanced Research Projects Agency-Energy—Transformational Research and Devel-
opment

The fiscal year 2011 budget request includes $300 million for the Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency-Energy (ARPA-E), a program launched in fiscal year 2009
that sponsors specific high-risk and high-payoff transformational research and de-
velopment projects that overcome the long-term technological barriers in the devel-
opment of energy technologies to meet the Nation’s energy challenges, but that in-
dustry will not support at such an early stage. An essential component of ARPA—
E’s culture is an overarching focus on accelerating science to market. Beyond sunply
funding transformational research creating revolutionary technologies, ARPA-E i
dedicated to the market adoption of those new technologies that will fuel the econ-
omy, create new jobs, reduce energy imports, improve energy efficiency, reduce en-
ergy-related emissions, and ensure that the U.S. maintains a technological lead in
developing and deploying advanced energy technologies.

Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy—Developing and Deploying Clean,
Reliable Energy

The Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE) strengthens the
energy security, environmental quality, and economic vitality of the United States
through the research, development, demonstration and deployment (RDD&D) of
clean energy technologies and generation and advances in energy efficiency. EERE’s
activities are critical to creating a low carbon economy and sustaining strong eco-
nomic growth and job creation while dramatically reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions and energy imports. EERE programs link advances in basic research and the
creation of commercially successful products and services to ensure delivery to the
marketplace for general use and implementation.

The fiscal year 2011 budget request of $2.4 billion, an increase of 5 percent over
fiscal year 2010, is aimed at accelerating revolutlonary change in the Nation’s en-
ergy economy. The request includes programs associated with meeting the Presi-
dent’s goals of investing in the next generation of clean energy technologies, vehicles
and fuels, and energy efficiency measures that reduce energy use in Federal agen-
cies and the industrial and building sectors.

Clean, Renewable Energy Generation

The fiscal year 2011 budget request continues to work to transform the Nation’s
energy infrastructure by investing over $650 million in a variety of renewable
sources of electrical generation such as solar ($302 million, a 22 percent increase
over fiscal year 2010), and wind ($123 million, a 53 percent increase over fiscal year
2010), as well as deploy clean technologies to reduce our dependence on oil. The re-
quest includes expansions on Concentrating Solar Power, biopower and off-shore
wind, which will provide new, additional avenues for clean energy development and
deployment. These technologies will reduce the production of greenhouse gas emis-
sions and revitalize an economy built on the next generation of domestic production.

Energy Efficiency

The Department implements a number of efforts to increase energy efficiency and
conservation in homes, transportation, and industry. The fiscal year 2011 budget re-
quests $758 million to accelerate deployment of clean, cost-effective, and rapidly
deployable energy conservation measures in order to reduce energy consumptlon in
residential and commercial buildings, and the industrial and Federal sectors. The
Department will invest $231 million in the Building Technologies program, a 16 per-
cent increase over fiscal year 2010 for built environment R&D. Federal assistance
for State-level programs such as State Energy Program grants ($75 million) and
Weatherization Assistance Program ($300 million), will continue to help citizens im-
plement energy conservation measures, lower energy costs and greenhouse gas
emissions, and build a technical workforce. The fiscal year 2011 request also in-
cludes $545 million to accelerate research, development and deployment of advanced
fuels and vehicles to reduce the use of petroleum and greenhouse gas emissions. The
fiscal year 2011 budget complements the Recovery Act funding for these programs
($3.1 billion for State Energy Programs, $5 billion for Weatherization Assistance, $2
billion for Advanced Battery Manufacturing and $400 million for Transportatmn
Electrification).
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Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability—Moving Toward a More Intel-
ligent Grid to Power the Digital Economy

The fiscal year 2011 budget request for the Office of Electricity Delivery and En-
ergy Reliability (OE) budget is $186 million, an increase of 8 percent over fiscal year
2010. These funds will build on the “Smart Grid” investments and other activities.

The ability of the United States to meet the growing demand for reliable elec-
tricity is challenged by an aging power grid under mounting stress. Despite the in-
creasing demand for reliable power brought on by the modern digital economy, the
power grid in the United States has suffered from a long period of underinvestment.
Much of the power delivery system was built on technology developed over 50 years
ago and thus responds to disturbances with speed limited by the technology of that
period. This limitation increases the vulnerability of the power system to outages
that can spread quickly and impact whole regions. Breakthroughs in digital network
controls, transmission, distribution, and energy storage will make the power grid
more efficient, alleviating the stress on the system, as well as enable greater use
of clean and distributed energy sources. The return on these investments will come
from a reduction in economic losses caused by power outages and the delay or avoid-
ance of costly investment in new generation and transmission infrastructure.

The budget request provides $144 million for research and development, which
supports development of technologies that will improve the reliability, efficiency,
flexibility, functionality, and security of the Nation’s electricity delivery system. It
accelerates investment in energy storage capabilities and funds two new research
initiatives: Advanced Modeling Grid Research, to develop grid-modeling capabilities
using the large volumes of data generated by advanced sensors deployed on the grid;
and Power Electronics, to develop new power control devices in collaboration with
universities. The proposal also continues to support the development of “Smart
Grid” technologies and cyber security systems for the power grid.

The budget request continues support for Permitting, Siting, and Analysis ($6.4
million) to assist States, regional entities, and other Federal agencies in developing
policies and programs aimed at modernizing the power grid; and for Infrastructure
Security and Energy Restoration ($6.2 million) to enhance the reliability and resil-
iency of U.S. critical infrastructure and facilitate its recovery from energy supply
disruptions.

Office of Environmental Management—Reducing Risks and Making Progress

The mission of the Office of Environmental Management (EM) is to complete the
safe cleanup of the environmental legacy brought about from over six decades of nu-
clear weapons development, production, and Government-sponsored nuclear energy
research. This cleanup effort is the largest in the world, originally involving 2 mil-
lion acres at 107 sites in 35 states, dealing with some of the most dangerous mate-
rials known to man.

EM continues to pursue its cleanup objectives within the overall framework of
achieving the greatest comparative risk reduction benefit and overlaying regulatory
compliance commitments and best business practices to maximize cleanup progress.
To support this approach, EM has prioritized its cleanup activities:

—Activities to maintain a safe and secure posture in the EM complex

—Radioactive tank waste stabilization, treatment, and disposal

—Used nuclear fuel storage, receipt, and disposition

—Special nuclear material consolidation, processing, and disposition

—High priority groundwater remediation

—Transuranic and mixed/low-level waste disposition

—Soil and groundwater remediation

—Excess facilities deactivation and decommissioning

The fiscal year 2011 budget request for $6.0 billion will fund activities to maintain
a safe and secure posture in the EM complex and make progress against program
goals and compliance commitments, including reduction of highest risks to the envi-
ronment and public health, use of science and technology to reduce life cycle costs,
and reduction of EM’s geographic footprint by 40 percent by 2011. EM continues to
move forward with the development of the capability for dispositioning tank waste,
nuclear materials, and used nuclear fuel. The budget request includes the construc-
tion and operation of three unique and complex tank waste processing plants to
treat approximately 88 million gallons of radioactive tank waste for ultimate dis-
posal. It will also fund the solid waste disposal infrastructure needed to support dis-
posal of transuranic and low-level wastes generated by high-risk activities and the
footprint reduction activities. In addition to the fiscal year 2011 budget request, EM
will continue to expend the $6 billion in Recovery Act funding provided by Congress
to complete lower-risk footprint reduction and near-term completion cleanup activi-
ties.
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EM carries out its cleanup activities with the interests of stakeholders in mind.
Most importantly, EM will continue to fulfill its responsibilities by conducting clean-
up within a “Safety First” culture that integrates environment, safety, and health
requirements and controls into all work activities to ensure protection to the work-
ers, public, and the environment, and adheres to sound project and contract man-
agement principles. EM is also strengthening its project and planning analyses to
better assess existing priorities and identify opportunities to accelerate cleanup
work. Working collaboratively with the sites, EM continues to seek aggressive but
achievable strategies for accelerating cleanup of discrete sites or segments of work.
In addition, functional and cross-site activities such as elimination of specific
groundwater contaminants, waste or material processing campaigns, or achievement
of interim or final end-states are being evaluated.

After the EM program completes cleanup and closure of sites that no longer have
an ongoing DOE mission, post closure stewardship activities are transferred to the
Office of Legacy Management (LM). LM also receives sites remediated by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program) and
private licensees (Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control Act, title II sites). Post
closure stewardship includes long-term surveillance and maintenance activities such
as groundwater monitoring, disposal cell maintenance, records management, and
management of natural resources at sites where active remediation has been com-
pleted. At some sites the program includes management and administration of pen-
sion and post-retirement benefits for contractor retirees.

The administration has determined that developing a repository at Yucca Moun-
tain, Nevada, is not a workable option and has decided to terminate the Office of
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management (RW). The Nation needs a different solu-
tion for nuclear waste disposal. As a result, in 2010, the Department will dis-
continue its application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission for a license to
construct a high-level waste geologic repository at Yucca Mountain and establish a
Blue Ribbon Commission to inform the administration as it develops a new strategy
for nuclear waste management and disposal. All funding for development of the
Yucca Mountain facility and RW will be eliminated by the end of fiscal year 2010.
The administration remains committed to fulfilling its obligations under the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act. The Office of Nuclear Energy will develop an integrated approach
to improve the waste management options for the Nation and support the Blue Rib-
bon Commission. Ongoing responsibilities under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, in-
cluding administration of the Nuclear Waste Fund and the Standard Contract, will
continue under the Office of Nuclear Energy, which will lead future waste manage-
ment activities.

Innovative Technology Loan Guarantee Program and Advanced Technology Vehicle
Manufacturing Program—Supporting Investment in Innovation and Manufac-
turing

To encourage the early commercial production and use of new or significantly im-

roved technologies in energy projects, the Department is requesting an additional

§36 billion in authority to guarantee loans for nuclear power facilities and $500 mil-
lion in appropriated credit subsidy for the cost of loan guarantees for renewable en-
ergy systems and efficient end-use energy technology projects under section 1703 of
the Energy Policy Act of 2005. The additional loan authority for nuclear power
projects will promote near-term deployment of new plants and support an increasing
role for private sector financing. The additional credit subsidy will allow for invest-
ment in the innovative renewable and efficiency technologies that are critical to
meeting the administration’s goals for affordable, clean energy, technical leadership,
and global competitiveness.

The fiscal year 2011 budget also requests $58 million to evaluate applications re-
ceived under the eight solicitations released to date and to ensure efficient and ef-
fective management of the Loan Guarantee Program. This request will be offset by
collect)ions authorized under title XVII of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Pub. L.
109-8).

The Advanced Technology Vehicle Manufacturing program requests $10 million to
support ongoing loan and loan monitoring activities associated with the program
mission of making loans to automobile and automobile part manufacturers for the
cost of re-equipping, expanding, or establishing manufacturing facilities in the
United States to produce advanced technology vehicles or qualified components, and
for associated engineering integration costs.

Office of Nuclear Energy—Investing in Energy Security and Technical Leadership

The Department is requesting $912 million for the Office of Nuclear Energy (NE)
in fiscal year 2011 —an increase of 5 percent over the fiscal year 2010 enacted level.
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NE’s funding supports the advancement of nuclear power as a resource capable of
meeting the Nation’s energy, environmental, and national security needs by resolv-
ing technical, cost, safety, proliferation resistance, and security barriers through re-
search, development, and demonstration as appropriate.

Currently, nuclear energy supplies approximately 20 percent of the Nation’s elec-
tricity and over 70 percent of clean, non-carbon producing electricity. Over 100 nu-
clear power plants are offering reliable and affordable baseload electricity in the
United States, and they are doing so without air pollution and greenhouse gas emis-
sions. NE is working to develop innovative and transformative technologies to im-
prove the competitiveness, safety and proliferation resistance of nuclear energy to
support its continued use.

The fiscal year 2011 budget supports a reorganized and refocused set of research,
development, and demonstration (RD&D) activities. This program is built around
exploring, through RD&D: technology and other solutions that can improve the reli-
ability, sustain the safety, and extend the life of current reactors; improvements in
the affordability of new reactors to enable nuclear energy to help meet the adminis-
tration’s energy security and climate change goals; understanding of options for nu-
clear energy to contribute to reduced carbon emissions outside the electricity sector;
development of sustainable nuclear fuel cycles; and minimization of risks of nuclear
proliferation and terrorism.

NE is requesting $195 million for Reactor Concepts Research, Development and
Deployment. This program seeks to develop new and advanced reactor designs and
technologies. Work will continue on design, licensing and R&D for the Next Genera-
tion Nuclear Plant to demonstrate gas-cooled reactor technology in the United
States. The program also supports research on Generation IV and other advanced
designs and efforts to extend the life of existing light water reactors. In fiscal year
2011, NE will initiate a new effort focused on small modular reactors, a technology
the Department believes has promise to help meet energy security goals.

The fiscal year 2011 request includes $201 million for Fuel Cycle Research and
Development to perform long-term, results-oriented science-based R&D to improve
fuel cycle and waste management technologies to enable a safe, secure, and eco-
nomic fuel cycle. The budget also requests $99 million to support a new R&D pro-
gram, Nuclear Energy Enabling Technologies, focused on the development of cross-
cutting and transformative technologies relevant to multiple reactor and fuel cycle
concepts. The Crosscutting Technology Development activity provides crosscutting
R&D support for nuclear energy concepts in areas such as reactor materials and cre-
ative approaches to further reduce proliferation risks. The Transformative Nuclear
Concepts R&D activity will support, via an open, competitive solicitation process, in-
vestigator-initiated projects that relate to any aspect of nuclear energy generation
including, but not limited to, reactor and power conversion technologies, enrichment,
fuels and fuel management, waste disposal, and nonproliferation, to ensure that
good ideas have sufficient outlet for exploration.

The Energy Innovation Hub for Modeling and Simulation will apply existing mod-
eling and simulation capabilities to create a “virtual” reactor user environment to
simulate an operating reactor. NE will also continue its commitments to investing
in university research, international cooperation, and the Nation’s nuclear infra-
structure—important foundations to support continued technical advancement.

Office of Fossil Energy—Abundant and Affordable Energy for the 21st Century

The fiscal year 2011 budget request of $760 million for the Office of Fossil Energy
(FE) will help ensure that the United States can continue to rely on clean, afford-
able energy from traditional domestic fuel resources. The United States has 25 per-
cent of the world’s coal reserves, and fossil fuels currently supply 86 percent of the
Nation’s energy.

The Department is committed to advancing Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS)
technologies in order to promote a cleaner and more efficient use of fossil fuels. In
addition to significant Recovery Act funds, Advanced CCS with $438 million re-
quested in fiscal year 2011 is the foundation of the Department’s clean coal research
program which seeks to establish the capability of producing electricity from coal
with near-zero atmospheric emissions.

In addition, $150 million of FE’s $760 million request will be used to promote na-
tional energy security through the continued operations of both the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve and Northeast Home Heating Oil Reserve programs. These programs
protect the Nation and the public against economic damages from potential disrup-
tions in foreign and domestic petroleum supplies.
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Energy Information Administration—Providing Independent Statistics and Analysis

The fiscal year 2011 request for the Energy Information Administration (EIA) is
$128.8 million, which is an $18.2 million increase over the fiscal year 2010 current
appropriation. EIA conducts a comprehensive data collection program through more
than 60 surveys that cover the full spectrum of energy sources, end uses, and energy
flows; generates short- and long-term domestic and international energy projections;
and performs informative energy analyses. EIA disseminates its data products, anal-
yses, reports, and other information services to customers and stakeholders pri-
marily through its Web site.

The increased funding improves EIA’s capability to close energy information gaps,
strengthen analysis, and address significant data quality issues. It provides for an
expanded survey of energy consumption in commercial buildings that will provide
more baseline information critical to understanding energy use. That survey also is
a basis for benchmarking and performance measurement for energy efficiency pro-
grams. The budget request also provides for: expanded analysis of energy market
behavior and data to address the increasingly important interrelationship of energy
and financial markets; continued implementation of improvements in data coverage,
quality and integration; upgrades to the National Energy Model; and initiation of
efforts to track and analyze the adoption of “Smart Grid” technologies and dynamic
electricity pricing plans.

The National Nuclear Security Administration—Ensuring America’s Nuclear Secu-
rity and Reducing the Global Threat of Nuclear Proliferation

The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) continues significant ef-
forts to meet administration priorities, leveraging science to promote U.S. national
security objectives. The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget request is $11.2 billion,
an increase of 13 percent from the enacted fiscal year 2010 appropriation. The fiscal
year 2011-2015 President’s Request for the NNSA is a significant funding increase
over fiscal year 2010 levels, reflecting the President’s priorities on global nuclear
nonproliferation and for strengthening the nuclear security posture of the United
States to meet defense and homeland security-related objectives:

—Broaden and strengthen the NNSA’s science, technology and engineering mis-

sion to meet national security needs

—Work with global partners to secure all vulnerable nuclear materials around the

world within 4 years

—Work toward a world with no nuclear weapons. Until that goal is achieved, en-

sure the U.S. nuclear deterrent remains safe, secure and effective

—Transform the Nation’s cold-war era weapons complex into a 21st century na-

tional security enterprise

—Provide safe and effective nuclear propulsion for U.S. navy warships

The fiscal year 2011 budget request of $7.01 billion for the Weapons Activities ap-
propriation provides funding for a wide range of programs. Some activities provide
direct support for maintaining the nuclear weapon stockpile, including stockpile sur-
veillance, annual assessments, life extension programs, and warhead dismantle-
ment. Science, Technology and Engineering programs are focused on long-term vital-
ity in science and engineering, and on performing R&D to sustain current and fu-
ture stockpile stewardship capabilities without the need for underground nuclear
testing. These programs also provide a base capability to support scientific research
needed by other elements of the Department, to the Federal Government national
security community, and the academic and industrial communities. Infrastructure
programs support facilities and operations at the Government-owned, contractor-op-
erated sites, including activities to maintain and steward the health of these sites
for the long term. Security and counterterrorism activities leverage the unique nu-
clear security expertise and resources maintained by NNSA to other Departmental
offices and to the Nation.

The Weapons Activities request is an increase of 9.8 percent over the fiscal year
2010 enacted level. This level is sustained and increased in the later out-years. The
multi-year increase is necessary to reflect the President’s commitment to maintain
the safety, security and effectiveness of the nuclear deterrent without underground
nuclear testing, consistent with the principles of the Stockpile Management Pro-
gram outlined in section 3113(a)(2) of the National Defense Authorization Act of fis-
cal year 2010 (50 U.S.C. 2524). Increases are provided which directly support of the
nuclear weapon stockpile, for scientific, technical and engineering activities related
to maintenance assessment and certification capabilities, and for recapitalization of
key nuclear facilities. The President’s request provides funding necessary to protect
the human capital base at the national laboratories—including the ability to design
and certify nuclear weapons—through a stockpile stewardship program that fully
exercises these capabilities. Security and nuclear counterterrorism activities de-
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crease about 3 percent from the fiscal year 2010 appropriated levels, leveraging the
continuing efficiencies in the Defense Nuclear Security budget.

The fiscal year 2011 request for Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation is $2.7 billion,
an increase of 25.8 percent over the fiscal year 2010 appropriation. The increase is
driven by the imperative for U.S. leadership in nonproliferation initiatives both here
and abroad. In addition to the programs funded solely by the NNSA, our programs
support the Department of Energy mission to protect our national security by pre-
venting the spread of nuclear weapons and nuclear materials to terrorist organiza-
tions and rogue states. These efforts are implemented in part through the Global
Partnership Against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction,
formed at the G8 Kananaskis Summit in June 2002, and the Global Initiative to
Combat Nuclear Terrorism, launched in Rabat, Morocco, in October 2006.

The fiscal year 2011 President’s request for International Nuclear Materials Pro-
tection and Cooperation reflects selective new security upgrades to buildings and
areas that were added to the cooperation after the Bratislava Summit, additional
Second Line of Defense sites, and sustainability support for MPC&A upgrades. The
Global Threat Reduction Initiative increases by 68 percent in support of the inter-
national effort to secure vulnerable nuclear materials around the world within 4
years. The Fissile Materials Disposition program increases by 47 percent reflecting
continuing domestic construction of the MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility and the
Waste Solidification Building, as well as design documentation for a related pit dis-
assembly and conversion capability. A portion of the funding increase results from
the transfer of funding associated with the latter activity from the Weapons Activi-
ties appropriation starting in 2011.

The President’s request of $1.1 billion for Naval Reactors is an increase of 13.3
percent over the fiscal year 2010 appropriated level. The program supports the U.S.
Navy’s nuclear fleet, comprised of all of the Navy’s submarines and aircraft carriers,
including 52 attack submarines, 14 ballistic missile submarines, 4 guided missile
submarines, and 11 aircraft carriers. These ships are relied on every day, all over
the world, to protect our national interests. Starting in fiscal year 2010, there are
major new missions for the NNSA Naval Reactors program. A significant funding
increase is requested for the OHIO Class submarine replacement and for the related
activity which will demonstrate new submarine reactor plant technologies as part
of the refueling of the land-based prototype reactor. R&D is underway now, and
funding during this Future Years Nuclear Security Program is critical to support
the long manufacturing spans for procurement of reactor plant components in 2017,
and ship procurement in 2019. Resources are also included in fiscal year 2011 to
support commencement of design work for the recapitalization of used nuclear fuel
infrastructure.

The Office of the Administrator appropriation provides for Federal program direc-
tion and support for NNSA’s Headquarters and field installations. The fiscal year
2011 request is $448.3 million, a 6.5 percent increase over the fiscal year 2010 ap-
propriation. This provides for well-managed, inclusive, responsive, and accountable
organization through the strategic management of human capital, enhanced cost-ef-
fective utilization of information technology, and integration of budget and perform-
ance through transparent financial management practices.

Management—Transforming the Culture of the Department with a Results-Oriented
Approach

To transform the way Americans use and produce energy, we need to transform
the Department of Energy. Because the mission of the Department is vital and ur-
gent, it must be pursued using a results-oriented approach that is safe, fiscally re-
sponsible, and legally and ethically sound. The Department has developed strong
management and oversight capabilities during implementation of the Recovery Act,
and these lessons will be applied to the fiscal year 2011 budget. The budget request
of $337 million for corporate management includes $75 million for the Office of
Management, $102 million for the Office of the Chief Information Officer, $43 mil-
lion for the Inspector General’s office, $62.7 million for the Office of the Chief Finan-
cial Officer, $37 million for the Office of General Counsel, and $2 million for Man-
agement Reform within the Office of the Secretary. The Management Reform effort
will provide the Department with strategic direction, coordination, and oversight of
management initiatives. The primary mission of this new office is to identify oper-
ational efficiencies to free up resources for priority mission activities. The Depart-
ment is also requesting $12 million for a new Acquisition Workforce Improvement
initiative which will be utilized to increase the size and improve the training of our
acquisition professionals.

The Department’s human capital management efforts are focused on an inte-
grated approach that ensures human capital programs and policies are linked to the
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Department’s missions, strategies, and strategic goals, while providing for contin-
uous improvement in efficiency and effectiveness. To accomplish this goal, the De-
partment will develop different strategies to attract, motivate and retain a highly
skilled and diverse workforce to meet the future needs of the Nation in such vital
areas as scientific discovery and innovation.

To improve stewardship of taxpayer dollars, the Department will continue to issue
audited financial statements in an accelerated timeframe and provide assurance
that the Department’s financial management meets the highest standards of integ-
rity. The Department’s fiscal year 2009 financial statements were reviewed by inde-
pendent auditors and received an unqualified opinion. This was made possible by
implementing an aggressive plan to mitigate and remediate a number of financial
management challenges that were identified by the Department and its independent
auditors. In addition, the Department continues to strengthen the execution of pro-
gram funding dollars by having regular execution reviews that will ensure funding
is processed, approved and spent quickly and responsibly. The Department in fiscal
year 2011 will continue its effort to build and improve its integrated business man-
agement system.

The Department is continuing to make progress in improving project management
and is implementing an action plan with scheduled milestones and aggressive per-
formance metrics. The focus of the action plan is to successfully address the root
causes of the major challenges to planning and managing Department projects. The
action plan identifies eight measures that, when completed, will result in signifi-
cant, measurable, and sustainable improvements in the Department’s contract and
project management performance and culture.

To improve financial performance in project management, the Department has in-
creased the use of Earned Value Management (EVM) techniques within program of-
fices. These techniques objectively track physical accomplishment of work and pro-
vide early warning of performance problems. A certification process was instituted
for contractors’ EVM systems to improve the definition of project scope, commu-
nicate objective progress to stakeholders and keep project teams focused on achiev-
ing progress. Currently, 70 percent of the Department’s capital asset projects have
certified EVM systems.

The Department continues to strengthen information technology management by
consistent execution of robust IT Capital Planning and Investment Control oversight
and reporting processes designed to ensure successful investment performance, in-
cluding the use of EVM Systems as appropriate, and the remediation of poorly per-
forming investments. Through the establishment and use of an Enterprise Architec-
ture that aligns to the Federal Enterprise Architecture, the Department has en-
sured that all IT investments follow a comprehensive Modernization Roadmap.

The Department continues to take significant actions to improve its cyber security
posture by implementing its Cyber Security Revitalization Plan to address long-
standing, systemic weaknesses in the Department’s information and information
systems. Specifically, the Department seeks to ensure that 100 percent of oper-
ational information technology systems are certified and accredited as secure and
that the Department’s Inspector General has rated the certification and accredita-
tion process as “satisfactory.” Additional steps will be taken to ensure that elec-
tronic classified and personally identifiable information are secure.

CONCLUSION

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you to present the fiscal year 2011
budget request for the Department of Energy. I will be happy to take any questions
that members of the subcommittee may have.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Secretary, thank you very much.

I have a number of questions, and I assume I will not get
through all of them. But let me try to see if we can determine what
is happening here.

FUTUREGEN

This subcommittee has been wrestling with the question of
FutureGen. Is it on? Is it off? Does it need to be funded? Does it
not? If so, how will the money be used? So where are you on the
decisionmaking process about FutureGen?

Secretary CHU. We are working with the alliance. We put an
offer to the alliance and we are working with them in hopes that
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they can come up with the necessary assets needed. This is in
progress. We have extended the deadline because we are going to
give them more time, but I think the deadline is coming up in the
next couple weeks and then we will have to make a determination
at that time.

Senator DORGAN. Do you feel that we are losing time, though?
FutureGen was sort of the new thing. As I indicated in my opening
statement, we have a significant need to do the research to try to
evaluate how we build electric generating plants that are going to
capture carbon and do certain things with it. We have, obviously,
lost time because the previous administration at one point decided
to discontinue it, shut it down, and your administration has now
for a year or so been trying to study it.

Secretary CHU. Not so much trying to study it, trying to see if
the alliance can put together a proposal that would be acceptable.

But let me also say that I share your sense of urgency in getting
carbon capture and sequestration technologies going. It is our stat-
ed goal that perhaps within 8-10 years, this would be ready for de-
ployment and something that is economically viable.

We have, through the Recovery Act—and this reflects the com-
ments both you and Ranking Member Bennett made—invested
over $4 billion in several pilot plants or pilot plant demonstrations,
experiments for carbon capture and sequestration. The good news
is that $4 billion has been matched by $6 billion or $7 billion of
private sector money. So we know that the private sector has also
gotten interested and committed to this.

There are a number of projects now that are becoming competi-
tive with FutureGen in the sense of the amount of carbon seques-
tered and things like that. We still want FutureGen to go forward,
but it really depends on whether this package——

Senator DORGAN. But in a broader sense, do you feel like the re-
duction in funds in the fossil energy account reflects less attention
to and less interest in that area of energy?

Secretary CHU. No, we do not. There is essentially $4 billion plus
$6 billion—$10 billion total investment in various forms of carbon
capture and sequestration. In the following budget you will see an
increase as we work through those demonstrations.

ELECTRIC VEHICLES

Senator DORGAN. Let me ask about electric vehicles. Senator
Alexander and I and others are putting together an electric vehi-
cles piece of legislation. We have been working on it and are, I
think, fairly close to introducing it.

The President set a goal of having 1 million electric vehicles on
the road by 2015. What are the things that you are doing and what
should we see in this budget that reflects that? What percent of the
advanced vehicle technology budget is going into electric drive vehi-
cles, for example?

Secretary CHU. We are investing a considerable amount in elec-
tric vehicles. As you know, the single most important thing is a
better battery, a battery with higher energy density, a battery with
higher energy per unit volume, and a battery that lasts the life of
the car, let us say, 15 years if it moderately discharges, and a bat-
tery that costs a lot less.
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I would see a big up-tick, a significant up-tick in the market
when we have that battery. I am optimistic that we will have the
battery like that, but whether it is 1 year, 2 years, 3 years from
today I do not know. We are heavily investing in battery research.
The goal of the hub proposed for fiscal year 2011 is to get a battery
that is dramatically better than the ones being prototyped today.

But in addition to that, we are also investing in advanced battery
manufacturing. This is something where the United States has fall-
en off, even though we actually invented a lot of the technology
that went into the lithium ion battery, it was perfected by Sony.
If you buy a hybrid car today, 98 percent of the high technology
batteries will have been manufactured in Asia. With the Advanced
Battery Manufacturing Technology grants we have been giving, we
hope to recapture a lot of that market.

Senator DORGAN. But that is true of almost everything we in-
vent. It migrates very quickly. In the last 20 years, what we have
seen is a mass migration of that which we invent to be produced
elsewhere.

BIOFUEL BLENDS

Can you describe what you expect to see happen with the testing
of higher biofuel blends, particularly E15, on vehicles. When do you
think the administration can give us an answer on that, and what
about legacy vehicles?

Secretary CHU. I personally looked into this several months ago
to try to see what we could do to accelerate the testing. There are
a number of models we wanted to test and you have to put on a
significant number of miles to test the vehicles. So the testing is
going 24/7. I think it is going to be sometime late spring, maybe
early summer where we can make a determination whether E15
would be viable in the vehicles.

We are also testing deployed vehicles. And so that is the real
issue, whether this 15 percent blend would do something that
would affect the long-term and make the cars last as long as they
initially would have.

So perhaps by late spring, we will be done. That is what I recall
from the last time I looked.

Senator DORGAN. All right.

HYDROGEN AND FUEL CELL TECHNOLOGIES

Finally, for hydrogen and fuel cell technologies, as you know, you
are proposing a cut. Last year you proposed the elimination of all
of those accounts. I think we are going to shut down 190, roughly,
contracts. You are proposing a cut.

You know, the hydrogen fuel cell vehicle is run on electricity. As
we move toward an electric-drive system, it seems to me the con-
tinued work in hydrogen fuel cells is very important work.

Can you provide for the subcommittee a summary of existing pro-
grams that would be discontinued or significantly scaled back in
order to make these cute possible?

Secretary CHU. Yes, I will do that.

There was a difference of opinion last year. We have increased
the hydrogen technology request over fiscal year 2010, but it is still
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a decrease from what was appropriated. We are minimizing the
discontinuity in the existing programs.

I might say privately among some of the technical people in the
oil companies, they recognize that this is something that might be
20 years plus away from a mass adoption. And so I am entering
discussions privately with them to say, okay, can you start to band
together because it is something so far in the future it makes sense
to have consortiums work on it.

Senator DORGAN. Yes. Except as a scientist, you know that that
which seems far into the future becomes nearer and nearer the
more work is done, and often we discover that the future was much
closerﬂthan we thought and I would expect that to be the case here
as well.

I have many questions, but again, my colleagues are here and 1
want them to have time for questions. So I will submit questions
in writing to you, and as I indicated, I have to go to the White
House for a signing ceremony, so when I leave, Senator Tester will
take the chair.

But, Senator Bennett, did you wish to inquire?

Senator BENNETT. Yes. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

WEATHERIZATION GRANTS

Going down the list, I outlined in my opening statement let us
talk about weatherization grants and why is the pace so slow in
getting these funds out, and why are there still unresolved tax
issues for the smart grid grantees, more than a year later after we
enacted that?

The big question, why is the Department requesting any funds
for weatherization grants when you have $4.5 billion from the Re-
covery Act, in addition to the fiscal year 2009 and fiscal year 2010
appropriations that have piled up that have not been spent? You
have got more than $5 billion in total, and yet you are asking for
more with all of these delays. Can you help us understand all that?

1Secretary CHU. Well, it is not that we wanted to put pain on our-
selves.

Seriously, let me tell you about the weatherization grants. As
%ou noted, it was $5 billion. It is a formula block grant. It goes to

tates.

There were beginning hiccups. The biggest hiccup was the Davis-
Bacon wage issue. That had to be resolved with cooperation from
the Labor Department. The Davis-Bacon issues took a longer time
than either Departments had expected, but those are resolved.

So what has happened up until the end of 2009, I will agree with
you that initial progress was slow. Starting in September 2009, we
started urging the States and tried to help them accelerate their
costing of the funds. We believe that apart from a few States, they
are getting on track to up the spending. This is demonstrated by
what we now have in January.

We went from quarterly reporting to monthly reporting. There
was resistance both by the States and by others, Paperwork Act
issues. But what we found is, as we started to move into monthly
reporting, those States that were the furthest behind actually
started to move.

So a number of things like that were holding us up.
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There is an IG report that perhaps you have read which I think
gives a very balanced view of why initial progress was delayed. It
does indicate that the Department of Energy was doing everything
within its power over the last 6 months to help the States get this
money out.

Now, in answer to your question, why are we asking for more
weatherization money—there are other programs we have now
begun. The weatherization money is for low-income housing. It will
weatherize within the low-income housing sector, perhaps 500,000
to 600,000 homes. The sector in the United States—there are 130
million homes of which probably 80 million to 90 million homes
could benefit from weatherization.

What we are now trying to do is start programs that will be
largely highly leveraged, ideally self-financed because energy effi-
ciency really does mean energy savings. And we want to start pro-
grams and we are beginning to pilot some of these with our current
weatherization money to get this going in the United States.

So ultimately, we feel that energy efficiency should be a social
norm, but fundamentally it saves money and that money goes in
the pockets of homeowners and businesses and it goes back into
the economy.

Very quickly, the tax issue with the Smart Grid is being re-
solved. That is something we have to negotiate with Treasury and
other agencies. We hope, perhaps within a few weeks, that will be
completely resolved and we can go forward.

Senator BENNETT. Okay.

Well, do you still think then that the appropriations you are ask-
ing for is necessary to reach that goal? And with all the money you
have still got, you

Secretary CHU. Yes. Despite the slow start, the goal we have is
that by 2011, mid-2011, we will have costed the money. It has es-
sentially all been allocated.

But again, it takes time to start these programs. Once these pro-
grams have ramped up, you have got people. You have got caulk-
ers. You have got insulators. You have got energy auditors out
there. You want to keep the momentum going. We have ramped up.
And we need to sustain that.

Senator BENNETT. Is there a ceiling? You talk about primarily
low-income housing. Is there an income ceiling where we say, well,
if you earn this much, the Feds will not weatherize your home?
That is your responsibility.

Secretary CHU. In the current weatherization statute, there is. It
is 200 percent above the poverty level. And most middle-income
homes cannot be touched by that. And so that is, again, why we
think eligibility for weatherization funding essentially could be ex-
panded to mid- to low-income housing.

Senator BENNETT. I have some constituents that will raise ques-
tions about the constitutionality of that.

Secretary CHU. Of the Recovery Act?

Senator BENNETT. No, of saying, okay, the Federal Government
will use Federal power and Federal dollars to do this for one por-
tion of the citizenship and not the other. But that is a constitu-
tional question for another time.
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Secretary CHU. Right. By the way, that is in the Recovery Act.
The weatherization program we are proposing does not have that
ceiling.

Senator BENNETT. Okay.

LOAN GUARANTEES

Let us talk about the loan guarantees. DOE had planned to
make a minimum of 21 condition commitments for projects sup-
ported under the Recovery Act by the end of 2009. Instead, you
have made a total of four, and you made some additional commit-
ments since then but still far short of the target.

Can you tell us what the problems are there in terms of meeting
the plan

Secretary CHU. Sure.

Senator BENNETT [continuing]. And what steps are being taken?

Secretary CHU. If you include the Advanced Technology Vehicle
Manufacturing loans, I believe we are up to 11 since the first condi-
tional loan was announced to Solyndra. As you pointed out, the
loan program was authorized in 2005. I believe it was appropriated
in the beginning of 2006. And when my team took over in 2009,
not a single loan had gone out. So we have made 11. There are
more in the pipeline to be announced soon. We are spending a lot
of time thinking about it—so we went from 0 to 11 or so.

We are examining how to streamline the processes. There are
issues in terms of legislative fixes. For example, the 1705 loan pro-
gram, could also allow loans to energy efficiency technologies and
energy efficiency companies. Right now it is limited to renewable
energies—because there are a number of loan applicants that we
think would be well qualified.

The issues with the loan programs are fundamentally, given the
way it is constructed, we are obligated to protect the taxpayer,
which means that there are negotiations to find out what these
companies have in their assets, and assess the ability of the compa-
nies to repay the loans. For example, if one compares the first nu-
clear loan we gave, which these are solid companies with a lot of
assets, minimal credit subsidies are required. So those loans we be-
lieve are very solid. The probability of payback, costing nothing to
the taxpayer, is quite high. In fact, we have made the case to OMB
that it will cost nothing to the taxpayer.

Senator BENNETT. Let me give you a particular example. AREVA
in Idaho submitted an application years ago for a front-end nuclear
fuel project, was given every indication, I understand, back in Octo-
ber that due diligence had been completed and word would be com-
ing any day. And now we are in March and they are still waiting.

Do you have any idea why that particular one has been held up
so much? That is in the West in the area where I am concerned.

Secretary CHU. We are closing in on that. To be quite candid,
sometimes the delays surprise me a little bit, but until I get into
what the delays are about, the nuclear loans—I personally thought
the first nuclear loan could have been announced—I thought it
would have been announced by November. So these are very big
deals, hundreds of millions of dollars to billions of dollars, and
there are complications. But we are closing in on the AREVA one
as quickly as we can.
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Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DORGAN. Thank you, Senator Bennett. We will come
back to you if you have additional questions.

Senator Reed, I want to go to you and then Senator Tester has
indicated he will close. We will come back to Senator Bennett. But
Senator Tester is going to close the hearing as well. So we will
have ample time at the end of the hearing.

Senator Reed.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you, Mr. Secretary.

OFFSHORE WIND POWER

As you know—and we have had a chance to talk about the as-
pects of this—my State, Rhode Island, is deeply committed to wind
power, offshore wind power, not only for environmental reasons,
but also for economic reasons. We have 13 percent unemployment
and this could be a way to help us move forward in the future. The
State, through the great help of the chairman, has received money
to conduct an ocean special area management plan to assist in
siting offshore wind projects. They are well positioned to do that.
They have a selected contractor, Deepwater Wind, and we hope we
can do this. We are working hard with not only DOE but also the
Minerals Management Service and the Department of Transpor-
tation. We have got a grant for a shore-side facility that could be
a fabrication point.

But I was heartened to see that your budget includes $49 million
for offshore wind technology. Can you just generally elaborate on
what you would like to do with that? And frankly, if you would like
to help us, that would be even better.

Secretary CHU. The reason we have asked for this budget is be-
cause we believe there are a lot of resources in offshore wind. Now,
the down side of offshore wind, as you well know, is that the main-
tenance of it is much more costly. The up side is that the newer
turbines are getting more and more reliable. But fundamentally,
you really want those turbines to have a mean time of failure that
pushes 20 years because once the turbine goes down because of the
choppy seas, it becomes very expensive to fix, and you cannot fix
it immediately. You have to wait for proper conditions.

But having said all that, the United States has incredible re-
sources in offshore wind, both off the Atlantic coast and in some
of the Great Lakes areas. We do anticipate that the reliability of
these large turbines is going to get better and better and better.
So we think it is now time to start getting this piloting going to
nurture it along.

Senator REED. Can you comment upon your coordination with
the Minerals Management Service, with NOAA, and with the other
agencies, the stakeholders? Are you working actively with them in
a_

Secretary CHU. Well, certainly the primary coordination is with
Interior and Secretary Salazar because the Interior actually con-
trols that land. But we are very keen on trying to get this devel-
oped in a timely manner but that makes good economic sense as
well. But as I said, we think it is going in the right direction. The
other thing I should add is there are two other things that are good
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about offshore wind. First, they are closer to population centers,
and second, you actually have a higher what I call duty cycle. The
wind is steadier in the oceans. So the capital investment, the
nameplate, electricity generation of a turbine offshore—you can ac-
tually reap more electrical power over a period of time.

Senator REED. Thank you.

I know that your Assistant Secretary, Ms. Zoi, is very much in-
terested in this, and I would encourage her to contact Rhode Is-
land, perhaps even visit, to see what we are doing. That might help
sort of this whole process of coordination.

INTERNATIONAL WIND POWER TECHNOLOGY

My final point—and this has been an issue that has come up in
the context of the recovery plan. Because other nations have been
much more aggressive in promoting wind power, the consequence
is that they have a lot of this technology. We are sort of in an un-
fortunate position of trying to harness wind but having to rely
upon foreign-produced and fabricated turbines, towers, et cetera.

One of the questions is not only getting the wind towers up but
how can we help jump start the industry here in the United States.
In the longer term, we want the good, clean energy but we want
the jobs as well. Is that consciously being considered by you and
your colleagues?

Secretary CHU. Very much so. Thank you for giving me this op-
portunity to explain some of this.

Because of long-term fiscal policies in Europe in the 1980s and
1990s, the technology for wind migrated from our shores to Europe,
Germany, and Denmark in particular. Right now, as we show that
the United States is getting serious about deploying wind that mi-
gration is reversing. So what is happening is many of these compa-
nies—for example, Vestas. I toured a Vestas plant. They are invest-
ing hundreds of millions of dollars and plan up to $2 billion of in-
vestment in Colorado to serve the entire North American region.

Now, it is Vestas-United States. Right now, the value of the tur-
bines being produced in Vestas is over 50 percent. It is something
like 60 percent of all the material is being produced in the United
States with their goal of getting it over 80-90 percent.

There is a very sound, economical reason why they want to do
this. You want to set up a manufacturing plant where the market
is stable so the company is not liable to currency swings. It is a
more predictable business model. You want to set up local supply
chains because it actually makes good sense. It is less costly.

They said the only aspect where they do not think they can have
a U.S. supplier, but it might take a year or two, is the paint. They
have to get the paint from Germany. This is a very special, long-
lived, very durable paint. But they said we are trying to qualify
some U.S. paints.

So the idea of these companies—it just like GM makes a manu-
facturing plant in China. They have the same motivation. Currency
swings, local suppliers, all these other things. So if the United
States puts in fiscal policies that allow a market to flourish, the
manufacturing will naturally migrate to the United States and the
parts will migrate to the United States. So I think there is a lot
of people out there who say, well, wait a minute. This is a foreign
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company. But you know—all the labor and the installation will be
in the United States. If 80 percent, 70 percent of the parts are in
the United States, which is not that dissimilar from you buy a car
from Chrysler and ask how many parts are made in the United
States. It could be 70 percent, maybe 80 percent.

So what happens is that is sort of the goal we are going to, and
that is actually what these wind manufacturers want to do as well.
So again, a market pool means they will invest in the United
States which means jobs in the United States.

Senator REED. There is another aspect, I think, with the offshore,
is that because of the large size of these towers and blades, et
cetera, to transport them from the interior of the country is very
expensive and impossible because of the constrictions of roads. So
there is an opportunity again in Rhode Island to have the fabrica-
tion right there, not just for Rhode Island, but for the entire east
coast.

I agree with you in the sense that initially there might be some
significance of overseas products, but eventually I think that we
can find capable American vendors.

So again, I think we should pursue this on all fronts. Thank you,
Mr. Secretary.

Secretary CHU. Thank you.

Senator TESTER [presiding]. Thank you, Senator Reed.

Thank you for being here, Secretary Chu. I have a few questions.

HYDROPOWER

First of all, as you well know, Montana covers the gamut for en-
ergy production from renewable to conventional sources. One of the
areas that we produce a lot, as in all of the West, is in hydropower.
In fact, in 2007, I believe about 40 percent of our electricity was
from water. We have a lot of opportunity with water, a lot of oppor-
tunity that has not been tapped yet in smaller projects that will
produce smaller amounts of energy, but if you get enough of them,
it will produce a lot of energy in hydro whether it is irrigation
ditches or low-head hydro, whatever it may be.

The DOE’s power budget in hydro has been cut by about 20 per-
cent. And correct me if I am wrong. And I was wondering why that
is the case, if there is a lack of opportunity in hydro from the De-
partment’s standpoint or whatever the reason might be.

Secretary CHU. Well, on this subject, I would certainly be willing
to work with you on hydropower. I do believe hydropower is proven
technology. It is clean. A DOE internal study said that we probably
have 70 gigawatts additional hydropower by just replacing turbines
with more efficient turbines, putting turbines on flood control
dams, and under the river. So that means no large new reservoirs.
That is a lot of power. That is a lot of clean power. So I will cer-
tainly work with you and your staff on——

Senator TESTER. Thank you. And the bottom line is you do not
see that potential cut reducing our options when it comes to hydro?

Secretary CHU. As I said, we can work with you on developing
a compromise.

Senator TESTER. Okay, sounds good.
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ENERGY INDEPENDENCE

Some of the previous questioners talked about energy. The chair-
man talked about hydrogen fuel cells and other things, and you
talked about technology being off a long ways in many areas.

I am curious to get your perspective as to whether you see this
country ever becoming energy-independent. Is that within our
wherewithal?

Secretary CHU. Well, completely energy-independent—it will take
some decades, but certainly decreasing our dependency on foreign
oil is something that I believe we can do, as everyone in this room
well knows, oil especially, since we are now importing about 55
percent of the oil. So a strategy of better fuel economy, biofuels,
electrification of vehicles, all those things will decrease our depend-
ency.

Senator TESTER. What is the major roadblock in—let us just take
transportation fuels, as you had mentioned, where we import 50
percent. I have actually heard higher numbers than that.

Secretary CHU. Fifty-five.

Senator TESTER. What is the major roadblock with achieving our
independence with transportation fuels in a faster way, and does
this budget address that roadblock or those several roadblocks?

Secretary CHU. Well, I think it does. I think of those things that
I told you about—now, I think the oil and gas industry, in devel-
oping domestic sources of supply, and they are large, successful,
well-funded companies. And so we believe that especially the oil in-
dustry has the wherewithal to do this.

We feel the Department of Energy’s role—and this goes to Rank-
ing Member Bennett’s question as well—is to look at research in
developing unconventional sources like natural gas sources before
the industry wants to pick it up. Shale gas is a prime example of
that. We started investing in shale gas research in 1978, stopped
it in 1991. In 1990, Schlumberger picked up research on shale gas.
And so that transition over to commercial companies is what we
want to see. If it is a very beginning, very researchy thing, we say,
okay, let us do that, but as soon as the oil and gas industry begins
to pick it up, then we say, let us invest in other things.

Senator TESTER. Okay. I have got a bunch more questions, but
I am going to be here for a while so I can come back.

Senator Murray.

Senator MURRAY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. You look
great in that seat.

YUCCA MOUNTAIN

I want to thank Secretary Chu for coming today, and I want to
start out by asking you a few questions about some decisions that
the administration has made on Yucca Mountain that I have been
very dismayed by, including the decision that was made just yes-
terday to withdraw your Department’s Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission license application for Yucca Mountain.

Now, I have read your written statement, and I have to say I
think there is really something missing. Three times in there you
say that Yucca Mountain is “not a workable option for nuclear
waste disposal.” But what seems to be missing is the why, and that
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is really an important question and it is one the communities
around the country, including in my home State in the tri-cities
area, people who have really borne the burden of producing and
cleaning up this nuclear waste, deserve to have answered.

So I wanted to ask you today who was consulted in making the
decision that Yucca Mountain is no longer a viable option.

Secretary CHU. Well, one has to go back and look at the entire
history of the choice of Yucca Mountain, the Nuclear Waste Act, all
of those things. What one finds is that other things, other knowl-
edge, other conditions, as they evolved, made it look increasingly
not like an ideal choice.

Senator MURRAY. Was there scientific evidence that was used in
determining this?

Secretary CHU. Well, it is an unfolding of issues that continued,
and I would be happy to talk to you in detail about some of the
issues. But the President has made it very clear that it is not an
option.

Sggator MURRAY. Was there any scientific evidence that was
used?

Secretary CHU. Well, let me give you one example. The condi-
tions in Yucca Mountain initially—and then they were changed—
the Supreme Court ruling says that it is not 10,000 years. It could
be up to a million years. Then all of a sudden, that puts a new di-
mension on Yucca Mountain. Climate is hard to predict over a mil-
lion years.

Senator MURRAY. For any site.

Secretary CHU. Right, for any site.

Senator MURRAY. So why was Yucca Mountain different?

Secretary CHU. Because there are other geological sites where we
can do radioactive dating and we know they are inherently stable.
Let me give you one example. There is a salt dome site—these
things have been around for tens of millions of years. The dif-
ference with salt dome sites is you stick radioactive waste in there.
The salt diffuses around it. Even though the continents are drifting
all around the globe, those things have been stable for tens of mil-
lions of years, up to hundreds of millions of years. That is a very
different type of site than Yucca Mountain which has fissures and
that rock can be saturated with water if the climate changes.

Senator MURRAY. Well, did your Department ask for input from
communities like Hanford where waste destined for Yucca Moun-
tain is currently temporarily being stored?

Secretary CHU. No, we did not, but we take our responsibility for
the waste problem at Hanford, Washington, and all the States
very, very seriously. We believe that we can handle that.

But again, let me just continue and go back to the Yucca Moun-
tain. So all of a sudden, something changes and you say, well the
fix is a multi-multi-billion-dollar titanium shield that is installed
under the ground for Yucca Mountain. So then as these things go
on, you are beginning to think are you beginning to pour good
money after bad.

So the whole intent of the blue ribbon panel is to step back and
look at it. Why were the salt domes ignored in the past? Well, ini-
tially if you put them in the ground, the salt oozes around it and
closes, you cannot get it back. So this long-term geological reposi-
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tory where you cannot get it back is actually in a certain sense an
ideal place for long-term, forever waste disposal, geologically stable
over tens of millions of years, cannot get it back. So that is the in-
tent of the blue ribbon panel.

Let us step back——

Senator MURRAY. But I would assume that a blue ribbon panel
would not just say we are going to take this one off the table. We
are going to look at other ones that we have not spent a lot of
money on, and they could have problems too.

You know, over the last 30 years, Congress, independent studies,
previous administrations have all pointed to and voted for and
funded Yucca Mountain as the Nation’s best option for a nuclear
repository. In concert with those decisions, billions of dollars and
countless work hours have been spent at Hanford and nuclear
waste sites across the country in an effort to treat and package nu-
clear waste that will be sent there. Without a repository, these
sites and communities that support them have now really been left
in limbo.

The question I want to ask you is what are you going to say to
these communities today about why you have decided to go back
on nearly 30 years of planning? And what can you do to assure
them that the sites that they are now working to clean up will not
become the final repository for this waste because we have taken
some options off the table?

Secretary CHU. The Department of Energy has a legal obligation
to move that material. We take that obligation very seriously. So
I think that is the assurance. There is more assurance as you well
know. There are ways of dealing with it if we fail to live up to our
responsibility.

But going back to this issue of Yucca Mountain, we believe we
have a path forward. We have a very distinguished bipartisan
panel that is charged with review. They are going to be meeting
at the end of this month, and the two chairs are very eager to get
on with it and to give advice to me, the President, and Congress
which could include advice on changes in the legislation to allow
for 1a comprehensive, sensible approach to the back end of the fuel
cycle.

Again, Yucca Mountain is not the ideal site, given what we know
today and given what we believe can be developed in the next 50
years.

Senator MURRAY. Well, this is really disturbing to me because
now we have pushed this down 2 more years and we have taken
one of the sites off. You have told them do not even look at this
in comparison to all these other ones you are going to look at. This
leaves everybody just in complete limbo after 30 years of working
on this, and I would like to ask you to provide this subcommittee
and my office with an impact analysis which includes the cost and
schedule impacts to Hanford cleanup and the other nuclear sites in
my State.

Secretary CHU. All right.

Senator MURRAY. I just think it is irresponsible for the Depart-
ment of Energy to discontinue the Yucca program altogether, its
funding, licensing, and design. I believe that this has to be a deci-
sion based on science and moral responsibility. We have to clean
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up this waste. It has to go somewhere and we cannot just unilater-
ally take one site out of the equation when we are looking at where
this is going to go or we are going to find ourselves 2 years down
the road in this same place and all the waste sitting in Hanford
that is temporary storage is going to have no further answer. So
I am really disturbed about this and want to get that information
from you.
Mr. Chairman, if I could just have one more question here.

LEGACY MANAGEMENT

On the whole issue of EM, last year I wrote a press report that
EM was going to be cut by $1 billion. Now, fortunately, that did
not happen. But the funding still for this fiscal year is inadequate
to meet all the needs at Hanford. Particularly I am worried about
the $50 million shortfall for groundwater cleanup. This is really
frustrating. I know there were increases in other parts of the en-
ergy budget. You know, all the new stuff out there is wonderful.
We all want to fund it. But the legacy projects within DOE are ab-
solutely critical, and these budgets are not put together just by
wishing or magic. DOE works with the regulators. They work with
the communities. They agree on the milestones and parts of those
are the funding requirements that Congress then has to follow up
with and the administration has to pay for. And we have got to
have a Government that backs up its promises and commitments
with real money.

So I just wanted to ask you, while you were here, how a base
budget that is inadequate to meet the work plans illustrates a com-
mitment to these communities that we are going to clean up these
sites.

Secretary CHU. Well, Ines Triay, my Assistant Secretary for En-
vironmental Management, tells me that the budget request of
roughly $6 billion is adequate to meet our legal obligations. As you
know, I have consistently fought to sustain these programs.

Senator MURRAY. Well, we still have shortages in some areas.
Truly, you were out. You visited Hanford. It is an enormous site.
It is a legacy project from another war, and we cannot ignore it and
we have to meet the milestones and we need to fund it. I appre-
ciate that the billion-dollar cut did not go through, but we still
have some shortfalls.

And I am worried about next year too because everybody keeps
thinking, well, nobody will pay attention to these EM projects out
there. If we do not pay attention to those, if we do not meet the
milestones and the legal obligations, the disaster that will hit this
country is much, much larger than the cost that we have today. So
we have got to keep those commitments.

Secretary CHU. Mr. Chairman, can I have 30 seconds.

We are maintaining the budgets, but it is much more complex
than that. We are working very hard to make sure that the con-
tractors can do better than they have done in the past. Senator
Bennett had noted that many of the things in the Department of
Energy have been over budget, over time. It is actually true of EM.
It is not true of the Office of Science. And so when I walked in the
door, since the Office of Science actually does big projects on budg-
et, on time, the best practices in that office now are being actively



34

transferred over to Environmental Management and a little bit to
NNSA. So we are working very hard to make sure that every pre-
cious dollar that we are spending in EM goes as far as it can. That
is the other way we hope to accelerate these processes.

Senator TESTER. Senator Landrieu.

Senator LANDRIEU. Thank you very much.

And Mr. Secretary, thank you for your leadership at this quite
exciting and uplifting time in this particular area for our country
and the world.

I have three questions. I am going to try my best to get them
all in.

NATURAL GAS

As you are aware, Louisiana has been at the center of a domestic
energy revolution as it pertains to the shale gas revolution. This
technology, new technology, has unlocked shale gas resource space.
The United States suddenly finds itself with four times the volume
of gas than we thought we had just a few years ago.

I want to ask you what you think about the implications of these
natural gas finds both onshore, which are pretty extraordinary, as
well as our continued exploration and discovery offshore.

And as you may be aware, the Congressional Research Service
recently released a report that said simply by utilizing natural gas-
fired plants that are constructed today, as opposed to other plants,
to fill the energy needs today, we could reduce our greenhouse gas
emissions by 19 percent. I found that quite startling and encour-
aging.

So could you comment on how this new discovery, new tech-
nology is informing your thinking as you move forward?

Secretary CHU. Well, the ability to recover gas from shale rock
is something that opens up the possibilities. I do believe that nat-
ural gas is a necessary transition fuel to a low-carbon economy.
Right now, if you burn natural gas compared to uncaptured and se-
questered coal, it is about a factor of 2 less carbon dioxide per unit
of electricity generated. So that is good.

But let me also add that in order to reach the climate goals we
need in the world, by mid-century we are going to be having to cap-
ture the carbon from both natural gas plants and coal plants.

The discoveries and the demonstration of recoverability is some-
thing which will hopefully keep the natural gas prices down, and
for that reason—the biggest uncertainty, as you well know, to a
power company is the volatility of the natural gas prices.

So now, I heard slightly different numbers, between a 3 percent
increase to doubling of the natural gas reserves because of the
shale gas. But no matter, let us take doubling as a compromise.
That is a lot. It means that we probably have natural gas supplies
that could last a century. So these are good things. We still want
to use that more cleanly.

I should also add that natural gas is also a transition fuel for a
different reason that is probably not appreciated. If you have re-
newable energy, sun and wind, within a matter of minutes to
hours, that generation can literally disappear. You can Google Bon-
neville Power Administration, and they give the last 7 days of wind
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production, and it is a running clock updated every minute. And it
wobbles up and down.

Now, when the wind stops blowing or tapers off, you have min-
utes to perhaps an hour to respond. And in so doing, you asked
what sources of energy can respond; hydro and natural gas. One
does not ramp up nuclear powerplants rapidly, nor does one want
to ramp up coal plants. So for that reason, the rapid response of
natural gas is something that is also part of the transition.

Finally, let me add one of the technologies we are looking at,
which is compressed air storage. You take wind or other renewable
energy or even nuclear energy at nighttime, you use that. You com-
press air. You bring the air back and help it spin a turbine, but
you want to use natural gas to boost it. Now, the wonderful thing
1s you can probably—70 percent of the electricity needed to com-
press the air, pump it into a cave and have it come out can be used
to generate electricity. You only lose 30 percent and some people
say, with newer designs, perhaps even less. So there again, natural
gas has a role in actually helping generate renewable energy use.
So these are all reasons why

Senator LANDRIEU. Well, I really appreciate that because, as you
know, Senator Saxby Chambliss and I have formed the Natural
Gas Caucus and it is not because we are anti-oil or anti-coal, which
we also represent the interests of oil and coal and want to make
sure that they have a place in the future, as they have had signifi-
cantly in the past and the present.

But we think the properties and the potential for natural gas are
very significant, and I am very grateful for you basically outlining
two or three, not the least of which could potentially be using nat-
ural gas, compressed natural gas in vehicles, which brings me to
my next question. And I appreciate that.

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY VEHICLES MANUFACTURING LOAN PROGRAM

Your Department is leading the effort to disburse $25 billion in
investments, which score to our budget at about $7 billion, but it
is significant for new vehicles, the program you recently an-
nounced. As you know, many States have an interest, and Lou-
isiana has been working in conjunction with our Department of
Economic Development on an exciting potential new model for a ve-
hicle that is in the queue for support.

Can you just give an update about that program? I understand
you have $25 billion to allocate. You might have done this in your
opening, and I am sorry if I am going over ground already covered.
But kind of an update of where you are and what is your general
view of the kind of applications you are seeing. Are you excited
about what you are seeing? Are you encouraged? And then any par-
ticular comments on the Louisiana proposal I would appreciate
hearing.

Secretary CHU. Well, just as a point of information, are you ask-
ing a question about our overall advanced automobile

Senator LANDRIEU. Yes, automobile program, the ATVM pro-
gram.

Secretary CHU. Yes. I am seeing some very good signs.

We, in some sectors, had fallen behind other countries in the
most advanced fuel-efficient vehicles, but I think the American car
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manufacturers are determined to catch up and surpass them.
There are developments across the whole gamut, from improve-
ments in conventional internal combustion and unconventional in-
ternal combustion in the sense of direct fuel injection. Much more
economical engines.

Electrification, the weak point is the batteries. Both the major
car manufacturers and little start-ups, I think, have made
progress. I would be personally hopeful that within a few years the
energy density in batteries could double, but we actually need, I be-
lieve, perhaps a quadrupling of the energy density before it is sim-
ply adopted mass market. So you have the range and the battery
does not take up the space that the current batteries do take up.

We are in the process of developing—again, since this is research
and development, one cannot give a timeline—batteries that also
last much longer. The Prius battery, the current metal hydride bat-
teries in a Prius are kept within 10 percent of half charged. They
are 55 percent to 45 percent. If you take that battery and drain it
deeply and then recharge it, the lifetime goes down very quickly
and you probably had that experience in your own laptop computer.
If you drain the battery hundreds of times, you will find that that
laptop battery no longer has the capacity it once did, let us say, a
year or 2 ago. So the lifetime of the battery is an issue. You want
the battery to last the lifetime of the car.

Senator LANDRIEU. Thank you. I know my time is up, but Mr.
Secretary, the battery technology is so interesting for all of us, but
there are opportunities for plug-in, opportunities for new infra-
structure for plug-in, with the current battery technology that we
have now. Is that not correct?

Secretary CHU. No. I think the Chevy Volt battery takes up a
huge part of the car, and so GM started this where they went in
with the intent of developing the technology more aggressively. So
as the Chevy Volt and the Nissan LEAF and all these other—well,
the Nissan LEAF is not a plug-in hybrid, but the Chevy Volt is.
So of the plug-in hybrids, we still have room for improvement.
Again, I think the good news is that it is happening. The develop-
ment of batteries has accelerated.

Senator LANDRIEU. Well, thank you very much and thank you for
your focus on our program which is a little different than the elec-
tric vehicles but we think extremely exciting and the possibility. So
thank you for your attention and your staff’s attention.

Senator TESTER. Senator Alexander.

Senator ALEXANDER. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Chu, I want to thank you for your exceptional service in your
job and complement the President and you on his recent comments
on nuclear power. I completely agree with Senator Murray about
Yucca Mountain, but the President’s comments about a new gen-
eration of nuclear power, the quality of his nominees and ap-
pointees for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and for the Com-
mission on Recycling Used Fuel, the approval of the loan guaran-
tees. All are an important step forward in that, and I know you
played a major role in it and I congratulate you for it.
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LOAN GUARANTEES

Do you think it would be a good idea over the next few years for
Congress and the administration to move toward a technology-neu-
tral, low-carbon set of short-term subsidies, policies, loan guaran-
tees and standards rather than picking and choosing individual
types of clean energy?

Secretary CHU. Yes and no. If you have a very new technology
that you think over a period of 10 or 20 years could become com-
petitive, then it does make sense to nurture that technology. Under
no circumstances, I believe should you nurture a technology where
you say over this time period—Ilet us say 10 or 15 years—where it
would need subsidy forever. But virtually every technology, as it
begins and emerges—and it is also true of nuclear—wind, solar—
these things needed a little nurturing, but then after a while you
say, okay, eventually you have to stand on your own and you have
to know that you are going to have to stand——

Senator ALEXANDER. So after a while we get to it.

We did a little computation of—we asked the Energy Information
Administration—wind power gets 25 times as much Government
subsidy per megawatt hour as all other forms of electricity com-
bined. You know, we put in a production tax credit in 1992 and it
just keeps going, and we had four Democratic Senators yesterday
point out how $2 billion in stimulus funding was creating jobs in
China to build wind turbines, which they did not like.

So that is why Senator Webb and I on our loan guarantee—I am
very delighted with your approval of loan guarantees for nuclear.
But in our legislation, we make it for all low-carbon forms of en-
ergy. So there is some subsidy, some policy, and some standard.
The renewable fuel standard, for example, excludes nuclear power
and some other forms of clean energy and in a way distorts the
market, making it more difficult for investor-owned utilities to
build nuclear plants based upon market-based decisions.

NUCLEAR WASTE

But if I may keep going so I do not take too much time here. I
mentioned the quality of your appointees to the Commission on
Used Nuclear Fuel. While you decide what to do, you can still con-
tinue aggressive research in the recycling of used nuclear fuel. Can
you not? And do you plan to do that?

Secretary CHU. Yes. We have a budget of over $400 million, close
to $500 million that we have proposed to Congress. Included in
that budget are new reactor designs that could potentially burn
down, harvest much more of the energy content, small modular re-
actors, beginning with conventional light water but going forward
where these small modular reactors would be totally prefabricated
and built in a factory and shipped successfully in the United States
where the location of a powerplant could not handle a 1.5 gigawatt
power line, many, many things like that.

Included in that is research in reprocessing fuel, a well as re-
search in advanced reactors with higher energy neutrons that can
burn down the long-lived waste. The whole idea there is to greatly
reduce the amount of nuclear waste to greatly harvest much more
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of the energy of the uranium, all those things. So we plan a very
comprehensive program going forward in all those areas.

Senator ALEXANDER. Senator Bond has an interview he wants to
get to. So I will not ask you to answer any of these, but I will state
these questions quickly.

I would like to ask you to respond to a question about what you
think the risk of loss 1s for the loan guarantees for nuclear power-
plants. I think it is small. Others have said it is large.

Second, I hope that you will keep high on your agenda the ura-
nium processing facility at Oak Ridge which this subcommittee ap-
proved design for, and the sooner we get it done, the quicker we
can reduce the annual overhead costs at Oak Ridge.

Third and finally, I hope you will keep in mind the efficiency of
third-party financing for facilities at places like the Oak Ridge Lab-
oratory in Y-12. We can build buildings cheaper and faster if we
allow other people to build them and rent from them. Sometimes
that gets hung up in the Department of Energy or the Office of
Management and Budget. We have had good success with that at
Oak Ridge, and I hope when that comes before you, that you will
pay close attention to that.

Thank you very much.

Senator TESTER. Senator Bond.

Senator BOND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and the
ranking member, my particular appreciation to my colleague from
Tennessee. This is one of those days when if we were cloned, we
would still be about two places short. I thank you very much for
letting me discuss these issues.

COST OF GREEN JOBS

I agree with Senator Alexander that we need to begin taking a
look at the economics of wind power. I had a private sector con-
tractor in my office yesterday saying wind power is very expensive.
It is not worth the cost, but we love it because every time they
build a wind power facility, we get to build a natural gas facility
beside it for peaking power. So we make money off of it, but it is
not a good investment for the taxpayer dollar. As I look at the $20
a megawatt subsidy plus some figures that we have developed, I
think that we need to be very careful about where it is efficient and
effective to use wind and solar power.

Our Missouri National Guard team and others in Afghanistan
are using solar power to power re-pump facilities to fill reservoirs.
It makes sense. Whenever the sun shines, they can pump water,
but trying to put it on the grid does not work.

But when you come to the stimulus dollars, I think we are talk-
ing about green jobs, but when families are struggling to make
ends meet and workers to find and keep jobs, I think it is impor-
tant that the American people know that the so-called stimulus
funds to stimulate jobs in America, being put on the credit cards
of our children and grandchildren, are actually stimulating jobs
here. And too often they are not doing it.

I serve as the ranking member on the Green Jobs and New Econ-
omy Subcommittee of the Senate Environment and Public Works
Committee. We examined this issue last month and I examined the
issue last year and found out that most of the so-called good, high



39

quality, new manufacturing jobs are going to Asia where labor
costs are a fraction of the U.S. salaries, energy costs are low, envi-
ronmental regulations are nonexistent. So there are some U.S. con-
struction jobs to put up wind or solar plants and a handful of re-
maining operations jobs. The good paying manufacturing jobs are
going to Asia, not the United States.

FirstSolar, a company that manufactures solar panels and equip-
ment, testified before our EPW Committee advocating for more
Government green job spending. No wonder. What they did not
admit was they are sending all of their new solar manufacturing
jobs to Malaysia. And as the chart here shows, that is where they
are going to go. That is where we are going to stimulate it.

FIRST SOLAR - MOST NEW
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eSolar testified that they are developing solar powerplants in the
California desert. It is another company. What they did not admit
is that most of their manufacturing is in China. Gear boxes come
from Shenzen, towers from Penglai. Even the panels come from
China. This is eSolar.
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CHINA MANUFACTURES
FOR eSOLAR

Power Towers, Penglai

Motors,
Gear Boxes, Shenzen

DOE just awarded a $1.4 billion loan guarantee to BrightSource
Energy to construct a solar plant in the California desert. The
press release talks about U.S. construction jobs, but says nothing
about who will manufacture the project’s solar panels and equip-
ment. I am concerned that we will discover that China is the one
who is getting the U.S. stimulus dollars for this project.

Now, I think we ought to be dealing more with China. We ought
to be competing in the world market. We need more trade. But
when we are saying that we are stimulating U.S. jobs with these
stimulus dollars, it isn’t so. We need to be trading on an economi-
cally beneficial basis with partners like China, but stimulus dollars
going to China and Malaysia and elsewhere around the world are
not meeting the test of stimulating the U.S. economy.

That is why I wrote to you on November 10 expressing my con-
cerns over the news report that DOE was using the funds for 3,000
turbine manufacturing jobs in China to build a Texas wind farm.
In case you do not have it, here is a copy of the November 10 letter
that I still have not had a response to.

[The information follows:]

LETTER FROM SENATOR CHRISTOPHER S. BOND

NOVEMBER 10, 2009.
The Honorable Dr. STEVEN CHU,
Secretary of Energy,
Washington, DC 20585.

DEAR SECRETARY CHU: There is bipartisan concern that the Obama administra-
tion is using U.S. taxpayer dollars to fund green jobs in China and other foreign
countries. As U.S. unemployment tops 10 percent during this time of economic dis-
tress for America’s families and workers, we must ensure that our Government is
not using American taxpayer dollars to create more green jobs in China than in the
United States.
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My colleague Senator Charles Schumer recently wrote to you expressing concern
over the Department of Energy’s (DOE) use of stimulus dollars on wind projects
that will benefit primarily Chinese workers because the wind turbines are con-
structed in China. He noted recent news reports that a Texas wind project under
consideration by DOE would create up to 3,000 green jobs in China. I applaud Sen-
ator Schumer’s leadership in this area and want to assure you that his concerns are
shared by me, both as a Senator from a Midwestern manufacturing State and as
ranking member of the Senate Subcommittee on Green Jobs and the New Economy.

Senator Schumer cited a report by the Investigative Reporting Workshop at Amer-
ican University that found that the Obama administration has awarded 84 percent
of its $1 billion in clean energy grants to foreign wind power companies. That is
an important issue, but of deeper concern to me is what number of jobs in foreign
countries are funded by DOE clean energy grants. A good-paying job located in the
United States is still a good job, even if it is supplied by one of our foreign friends.
However, subsidizing thousands of foreign green jobs is a bad use of U.S. taxpayer
dollars.

Therefore, please undertake a review of all renewable energy projects pending or
approved by this administration to determine both the number of U.S. workers and
workers in foreign countries they will utilize and supply that information to the
Senate Green Jobs and the New Economy Subcommittee. To the extent that your
review for Senator Schumer provides information on the use of stimulus funds in
this regard, there is no need to duplicate those efforts. However, as a member of
the Senate Energy and Water Appropriations Subcommittee, I am concerned about
the use of annual appropriated funds in this regard and ask that you ensure that
your review reflects all funds appropriated by Congress. Thank you in advance for
your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
CHRISTOPHER S. BOND.

Senator BOND. A recent outside investigation found that 79 per-
cent of nearly $2 billion in DOE wind energy stimulus grants have
gone to foreign-owned firms. Of the 28 wind farms so far receiving
DOE stimulus grants, over 1,200 of the 1,800 wind turbines in-
stalled were built by foreign manufacturers.

Personally I am much less concerned about what companies are
getting the funding, but if they are calling it “stimulus for hiring
U.S. workers,” I want to make sure they are hiring stimulus U.S.
workers. If they are foreign companies investing in the United
States, great if they are hiring U.S. workers, but do not call them
stimulus jobs if the jobs are overseas.

That is why I asked you to undertake a review of the dollar
spending under the stimulus and to tell me the number of foreign
workers who would be employed. I am still waiting for a reply. My
staff checked with your Department again in December and Janu-
ary and March, and I know others have expressed frustration. But
I have a copy of this letter that I will be happy to supply to your
staff, and I would like to be able to tell my constituents that when
you put money, borrowed from our children and grandchildren, into
stimulus, they are stimulating jobs in the United States.

Now, I am not here just to complain. I want to thank you, as
Senator Alexander did, for your commitment to loan guarantees to
bring the best clean energy, nuclear energy on line. You were ref-
erencing reprocessing. We have got a tremendous amount of first-
time spent nuclear fuel which can continue to be used, reducing its
weight. If it is in Tennessee, fine, but wherever you can do it.
Clinch River breeder reactor I believe should have gone forward.

And for clean coal, we thank you for those efforts. Whatever you
think about coal, I think that we have got over a couple of hundred
years of BTU’s. If we can get that started, that will be a long way



42

ti)lward meeting the needs that we have for energy. I appreciate
that.

And I would like to have an opportunity to hear your comments.
Rather than asking you a particular question, I would like to have
your assurance that you will supply us information on the foreign
jobs and what we are doing to see that if you are calling them stim-
ulus jobs, they produce jobs in the United States. So I might ask
you that and ask you for your comments on the many issues I
raised.

Secretary CHU. So very quickly, thank you for your support on
the nuclear energy sector.

The wind turbines that are being—first, this famous example of
the China wind farm in Texas—I keep on asking my people, have
we gotten an application for a grant on this, and they keep on say-
ing no. So all I can say is although that has gotten a lot of press
coverage, we have not gotten an application for a wind farm made
with China parts in Texas.

With respect to the stimulus jobs, yes, the stimulus and Recovery
1};:‘5 is all about giving jobs in America. I absolutely agree with
that.

The wind turbines that are constructed now in America—part of
the parts are from abroad, part of the parts in the United States.
The value of the parts in the United States is 50-60 percent and
climbing. And we are working toward getting that fraction up high-
er and higher.

I mentioned before that I toured a Vestas plant where they are
investing—I think it is a total now of maybe $600 million in a fac-
tory in the United States for manufacturing wind turbines in all
of North America. They are up to 70 or 80 percent American-made
parts. And of course, when you install the turbine, it is American
workers. Seventy to 80 percent is a good number because if you
look at an American-made automobile, a Chrysler, for example,
that is about the ratio of parts made in the United States.

Now, you might ask why Vestas would want to have local sup-
pliers. It is for the same reason why they want to have a manufac-
turing facility in a country that appears committed to wind. It is
a lower cost to them. They are less susceptible to currency fluctua-
tions between countries. They want to develop local supplier chains
again because of cost/benefit.

And because we were not a good wind market until recently,
until the last 5 years, the turbines were developed and manufac-
tured abroad. So this is part of the strategy of bringing them back
to the United States, getting major U.S. manufacturer head-
quarters companies like GE—has come back into the game.

And we will be glad to give you the details of what the fraction
of money spent on, let us say, a wind farm is in the United States
and where it is going. So we would be happy

Senator BOND. And we will share with you, as I said, the testi-
mony from EPW on the plans for the people who have gotten the
money to invest it solely overseas. And I hope that you will take
a look at that. When they are saying, hey, we are going to build
plants in Malaysia with stimulus dollars, that is a negative as far
as I am concerned.

Secretary CHU. We will certainly look into that.
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Senator BOND. Good. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
Senator TESTER. Senator Bennett.
Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PROJECT APPLICATION PROCESS

Mr. Secretary, we talked about the time necessary for application
review, nuclear power, and so on. I just want to make the comment
that it is my understanding that the review process differs by type
of application. In other words, applicants with nuclear power gen-
eration projects receive a ranking from DOE before submitting a
full application, but applicants with coal-based and other types of
projects do not. Applicants with some kinds of technologies are al-
lowed to brief DOE and explain their projects after submitting
their applications; others are not, potentially denying them oppor-
tunity to clear up misunderstandings. I would appreciate it if you
would look into this and see why applicants are treated differently
in this regard.

CONTRACTOR PENSIONS

Now, the last thing I would like to get back to and the point I
would like to make—I talked about the major crisis regarding con-
tractor pension funds. I understand you have changed the way you
are budgeting for pensions and in an effort to see that it is less of
a crisis, and I would appreciate any explanation you might have as
to what you are doing with respect to that and what we can expect
in fiscal year 2011.

I would recommend that you ask the GAO to undertake a com-
prehensive review of the pension problem and solutions going for-
ward. I intend to do that, and so whether you do it or not, the re-
quest will go in. So I am giving you a heads-up that I will be send-
ing a letter to GAO fairly soon and would appreciate it if you could
join me in that. If within the Department they think it is not a
good thing to do, I will proceed anyway. But I wanted to let you
know that that is the sort of thing I had in mind.

So if you could talk about that whole issue, I think it would be
helpful.

Secretary CHU. I would be delighted to.

As you correctly point out, there are huge liabilities in the DOE
pension program because unlike pensions of other contractors, the
Federal Government and the Department of Energy is responsible
should those programs be mismanaged

Senator BENNETT. You have the highest number of outside con-
tractors of any Department in the Government except DOD.

Secretary CHU. Correct.

The CFO’s office has done what I consider a spectacular job over
the last 6 months in trying to get their hands around the problem.
We are engaging now the contractors very actively to deal with the
pension overhangs, especially when the stock market went down
last year.

We are taking a number of steps in order to make sure that the
contractor’'s—there is a tight rope line here. The way the contracts
are written—and we do not want to manage the funds of the con-
tractors. However, what we can do is use the mechanisms we have,
for example, award fees, whether there can be continuous contrac-
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tors if they mismanage their funds because this is a liability. In
2009, we had budget shortfalls. Because of that, it required some
top line transfers. So we are taking a much more active role in try-
ing to spot early on what is the vulnerability of the pensions.

We also want to share—there are certain contractors who have
managed their pension funds quite well. In fact, without appearing
provincial—I know I am going to appear provincial, but I will do
it anyway. The University of California—they have managed their
pension funds very well. So, for example, in the Lawrence Berkeley
National Laboratory, the employees—it was so well managed that
for 16 years they did not have to contribute anything to the pen-
s}ilon fund because of the quality of the investments. This is a good
thing.

Senator BENNETT. Yes.

Secretary CHU. But I have to say other contractors did less well.
So we are beginning to get our arms around spotting early and ask
if the asset allocation classes make sense. For example, if 80 per-
cent of your workforce is either retired or about to retire in 5 years,
what is the asset allocation? Does it make sense to have 50 percent
of them in equities? You want to start to transition to guaranteed
income as an example because of the age of your base.

So these are things that we are saying we want to develop mech-
anisms that essentially share best practices among the labs. You
know, some contractors do well; others do not do it well. And to
convince the laboratories and the contractors for those laboratories
how important it is that everybody manage their pensions well be-
cause if one or two make a mistake, we are now talking about hun-
dreds of millions of dollars of top line transfers to bail it out.

So this has gotten our full attention and we are investigating it.
We welcome the GAO investigation as well because we see this as
an opportunity. They could have seen things we missed, but we are
doing it ourselves and we are doing it very aggressively.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you. I appreciate the aggressiveness
with which you have addressed that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator TESTER. Thank you, Senator Bennett.

FOREIGN PRODUCTION OF ENERGY GENERATION EQUIPMENT

I have a few more questions. I want to start out by saying—it
is no surprise to you—I was one of those four Democratic Senators
that had that press conference yesterday on generation of equip-
ment that was built outside this country.

I will also say that I know you have come into this situation in
a tough position. First of all, I think you came into the Department
of Energy with energy policy that was antiquated and lacked diver-
sity. I think for the last 30 years we have watched our manufac-
turing base leave this country because we have had poor policies
in this country and we have had poor trade policies in this country.
So I think it is patently unfair to come in and say that this is your
fault because we are buying generators across the pond in one of
those ponds.

And I think you explained it very, very well when you said a lot
of these parts are made here. We like that. And we want genera-
tion equipment made here. I read not too long ago that if one of
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the hydro plants went out or one of the coal-fired electrical genera-
tors went out, that we do not make those in this country anymore.
That is somewhat distressing to me, and I know it is to you too.

So as we move forward and we move our energy economy into
the 21st century, I just want to express my appreciation for you
standing up and doing the right thing, and I appreciate that. The
press conference yesterday from my perspective was not a negative
on you. It was a negative on where we have come in the last 30
years, and I do not think it has been positive.

ENERGY TRANSMISSION MODERNIZATION

Getting back to your budget, I would just like to say DOE has
got a $60 million study to look at transmission. You and I both
know the transmission again is antiquated. We need to do some-
thing about that. The results for that study are going to come up
in about 2011 or 2013.

In the interim, we both know that there are problems out there
with transmission. How are we addressing that issue in the interim
for this study?

Secretary CHU. Well, there are many issues. Over a several-dec-
ade period, modernization of our transmission system that en-
hances its electrical reliability and also allows a diverse set of ener-
gies to be moving around the country—especially as the variable
sources of energy come higher on line, will require a system that
can automatically respond to, all of a sudden, several billion watts
of energy going off line because the wind stopped blowing in a cer-
tain region, Montana, Wyoming, you name it. So the amount of
money needed for that is truly in the hundreds of billions of dol-
lars.

Central to all these things are questions of line siting, right-of-
way issues, of costing of the electrical lines. Typically the cost of
the electrical lines is borne by the supplier, but as we enter in this
new era—it used to be that the supplier—you build a coal plant,
a gas plant, something like that. It is local. This is not an issue.
But now all of a sudden, we are going to enter in an era where you
are going to be moving energy over hundreds of thousands of miles.

Senator TESTER. And so I think the question is—I have got
transmission projects in the State. I know New Mexico, Arizona,
and Nevada. How do you prioritize them without this study being
in?

Secretary CHU. Well, again, it is a divided responsibility. There
is the Department of Energy. There is FERC. There are also Fed-
eral lands. It turns out that many of the companies who want to
string transmission lines tend to try to stay away from Federal
lands because there is local resistance there, as well as local pri-
vate land resistance.

So what we have been trying to do—you know, I will be the first
to admit I am not happy with the amount of progress, but Ag, Inte-
rior, the chairman of FERC, I, others, CEQ have been meeting over
the last year to try to see how can we get this done in a better way.
I am not completely happy with the progress, but this is an impor-
tant point. It is not lost that this is a problem that needs to be
solved.
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BIOMASS AND BIOREFINERIES RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Senator TESTER. Montana is no different than most of the Moun-
tain West. A lot of our forests are red and dead. A lot of that mate-
rial cannot be made into plywood or 2 by 4’s or anything. It is non-
merchantable but it can be used for biomass and so it can create
power.

The DOE is flat-lining the budget for biomass and bio-refineries
research and development as one of the two programs in the whole
energy efficiency budget to not receive an increase. Is this a signal
that biomass innovation is not a priority?

Secretary CHU. No, it is a priority. It is a signal that we have
tough choices. Again, I would be willing to work with you on this.

But here, the biomass—actually, quite frankly, because of a lot
of dead standing pine trees that are there in the West of the
United States, there is an opportunity not only for those sources
of biomass but also the biowaste, the wheat straw, the rice straw,
the cornstalks, all those things we think have an opportunity to be
harvested for energy, either electricity generation or fuels. So we
do remain committed to doing that. Again, it was a hard decision
that we have to sometimes make.

CARBON CAPTURE

Senator TESTER. I want to talk a little bit about research and de-
velopment, and then I will let you go. There are two particular
areas that I think research—and there are many more than this
that are particularly applicable. Being from a coal State like Mon-
tana, how we capture carbon, whether we are making limestone
out of it or putting it underground for storage, long-term storage
is one way. I was wondering how you would assess our progress on
that and if there are adequate dollars in the budget to take care
of that. And are we holding the people who are doing the research
accountable for results?

Secretary CHU. There are dollars allocated for that purpose, and
there are also private companies looking into that, taking carbon
and turning it into whether it is cement or various kinds of things.
It really is an R&D level thing. It is not ready for deployment. We
are in piloting stages. We are looking at all of these things. What
I would call the general rubric of beneficial and economic uses of
carbon is something that we and other countries are examining.

Senator TESTER. Okay. I mean, coal is going to be around for a
while. Is progress being made at an adequate rate that you are
happy with?

Secretary CHU. Well, we have invested——

Senator TESTER. A lot of money.

Secretary CHU [continuing]. A lot of money. We have a number
of pilot plans come forward. I am heartened that a number of util-
ity companies and power generating companies are partnering with
the Department of Energy in a major way to start to test the cap-
ture at scale, at the hundreds of megawatt level, which is really
what matters. That is the really necessary step before you say,
okay, we begin to deploy. So we have a number of projects that we
are investing in and they are being done now.
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We are also investing all the way up the pipeline toward even
better ways of capturing the carbon, either before you burn or after
you burn. So we think with some of these new ways we have a po-
tential for—you know, it is all about driving down the costs, keep-
ing the energy bills as low as possible, and getting it as clean as
possible. So we think these are good.

Now, for those of you who do not know me that well but for those
of you who know me when I do research and everything else and
for those in the Department of Energy, I always think we can go
faster and always want to go faster. But we are moving.

Senator TESTER. Well, my point is that as we deal with energy
and climate change and all the things around that and a diversified
energy portfolio, this is an important issue. I feel the immediacy.
I think you feel the immediacy. I just want to make sure we are
getting results. That is all.

NUCLEAR POWER

Next question, same area, different energy source and that is nu-
clear power. You have answered many questions on it as far as nu-
clear reactor design. It is the same issue. As we talk about green-
house gas from coal, we talk about nuclear waste from nuclear
powerplants. Are there adequate dollars for research there so we
can get our arms around that? I do not think we are talking about
that near enough as we go forth with nuclear power, and that is
how we are going to deal with the waste and if there is a solution
to that waste.

Secretary CHU. I think there are solutions to the waste and still
ever better solutions I think can be found. So this is why we are
putting together a long-term road map over 10, 20, 30, 50 years in
order to deal with this. Nothing in nuclear moves quickly. You do
not get something up and proved and running in a couple years.
I mean, just the approval process—you have to proceed carefully.

But we did ask for an increase. I think, as a scientist and a
techie, there is a lot more we can do and there is a lot more where
the technology can be improved.

Senator TESTER. I want to thank you for your testimony and
your direct answers to the questions.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

The record will remain open for 1 week for members to submit
questions and comments.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN

Question. How much funding is being dedicated to R&D on natural gas end use
technologies in EERE? In particular, what is the DOE doing to help develop residen-
tial and commercial technologies that will be acceptable in a carbon constrained fu-
ture

Answer. The Vehicle Technologies Program has an open solicitation for medium-
and heavy-duty engine development and vehicle platform integration that includes
$5 million of fiscal year 2010 funds, leveraged with similar funds from partners
California South Coast Air Quality Management District and the California Energy
Commission (CEC). Work funded under the current solicitation will be complemen-
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tary to work already underway funded by CEC. A 50 percent cost-share will be re-
quired of awardees.

Furthermore, there remains a small amount of funding under the Fuel Processor
and Distributed Energy subprograms in Hydrogen and Fuel Cell Technologies. The
planned funding in fiscal year 2010 is $370,000. The fuel processor could be utilized
in combined heat and power (CHP) systems that are more efficient than legacy com-
bustion technologies.

Question. 1 note a better budget request more last year for Hydrogen and Fuel
Cell R&D; however, the request is significantly below the 2010 appropriation.

Why is DOE not funding the Market Transformation program that helps bring
market ready fuel cell technologies to customers?

Why does the DOE continue to reduce funding for vehicular fuels cells and the
supporting infrastructure when we all acknowledge a need to investigate multiple
alternatives to traditional transportation technology?

Answer. DOE requests $9 million for Market Transformation activities in fiscal
year 2011. This funding will focus on key Safety, Codes and Standards activities,
which are essential for market transformation. In addition, the Program will assess
the impact of $42 million awarded from the Recovery Act for stimulating market
pull, increasing manufacturing volume and reducing the cost for fuel cell systems.

The Department’s reduction of the Hydrogen and Fuel Cell Technologies (HFCT)
budget by $37 million allows a balanced portfolio of transportation solutions and
continued focus on battery and advanced vehicle approaches for more near term im-
pact. DOE will also maintain a strong effort in key areas of hydrogen and fuel cell
research and development. DOE requests $50 million for the Sold State Energy Con-
version Alliance (SECA) Program and expects to maintain funding levels at approxi-
mately $38 million through the Office of Basic Energy Sciences for long-term and
crosscutting R&D in hydrogen and fuel cells. The SECA Program was initiated to
bring together government, industry, and the scientific community to promote the
development of environmentally friendly solid oxide fuel cells (SOFC) for a variety
of energy needs. SECA is an alliance of industry groups who individually plan to
commercialize SOFC systems for pre-defined markets; research and development in-
stitutions involved in solid-state development activities; and Government organiza-
tions that provide funding and management for the program.

Question. I note the funding request for Residential Buildings Integration is less
in 2011 than was appropriated in 2010; however, the DOE has suggested actually
adding to the program by including retrofit research and development. How do you
plan to accomplish the goal of Zero energy homes with this reduction in funding?

Answer. Prior to fiscal year 2010, the DOE Building Technologies Program fo-
cused research efforts on new buildings with the idea that energy efficiency tech-
nologies and research aimed at new buildings would also be applicable in existing
buildings. While there is some overlap between the two markets, particularly in
space conditioning, hot water, appliances, and lighting, there are also a number of
R&D needs that are specific to energy retrofits for residential buildings that the pro-
gram will seek to address starting in fiscal year 2010.

Energy retrofits are considered to be among the most cost effective ways for the
Nation to reduce its energy use and carbon emissions. While zero energy homes re-
main a goal for the Department, another goal is to support the retrofit industry—
at a national scope and scale of up to two million retrofits per year. This service
goal will drive the research into immediate near term focus and deliverables, which
can immediately go into service by contractors and other service professionals. The
zero energy home goal remains a priority over the long term for this program.

Question. Are there limitations inherent in today’s lithium ion batteries which re-
quire a step change in the weight and power/energy density of these batteries to
secure longer life as well as provide on demand power/acceleration.

Answer. There are no limitations inherent in today’s lithium-ion batteries that
preclude them from having the ability to provide the power/acceleration for hybrid
vehicle (HEV) and plug-in hybrid vehicle (PHEV) applications while meeting the ve-
hicle size and weight targets for the battery. Battery life is typically driven by the
capacity fade that is influenced by several factors including: (1) chemical inter-
actions inside the battery cell that are specific to the electrochemistry; (2) battery
operation; and (3) cumulative temperature profile over the life of the battery. Vehi-
cle manufacturers currently install excess battery capacity in order to ensure meet-
ing their battery life target. As greater confidence in battery life under real-world
driving conditions develops, the amount of excess capacity installed is expected to
decrease, which will subsequently reduce the overall battery cost.

For battery-powered electric vehicle applications, improvements in battery size
and weight are sought in order to provide for a longer driving range. However, lith-
ium-ion batteries are still far from any theoretical limitations on energy density.
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Next-generation lithium-ion batteries will employ metal alloy anodes (instead of
graphite), and high-capacity cathodes, resulting in significant increases in energy
density. Research and development efforts on these technologies are well underway
and are progressing well.

Question. Would you agree that one of the issues that has to be addressed in de-
veloping next generation lithium ion battery technology is to reduce or eliminate the
irreversible capacity of that same cell?

Answer. DOE agrees that, for some systems, irreversible capacity loss (ICL) is an
important issue that must be overcome to enable next-generation Li-ion cells. The
ICL associated with alloy anodes is one of several barriers to commercializing that
technology. Other issues include large volume changes upon cycling (which leads to
particle fracture), disconnection from the rest of the electrode material (resulting in
severe energy fade), and unstable alloy surface films which consume lithium during
cycling (which leads to energy fade). However, today’s commercial cells suffer 5 to
10 percent ICL, so the issue 1s one of relative size and scale.

Question. Would the Department be interested in looking at technologies, such as
stabilized lithium metal powder, to overcome the issue I described above?

Answer. Yes. In fact, the Department of Energy (DOE) is currently funding a 3-
year, $6.2 million total funding (including a 50 percent industry cost share of $3.1
million), research and development contract with FMC Lithium to investigate and
improve the performance of stabilized lithium metal powders. These powders show
promise both for addressing the irreversible capacity loss, and for enabling the use
of Li-free cathode materials that exhibit very high capacities, such as sulfur or va-
nadium oxides. This contract was awarded through a competitive process.

In addition, DOE is funding work on novel electrolytes for use in alloy anode elec-
trodes that exhibit both lower irreversible capacity loss (which enables much higher
irllitial energies) and more stable anode surface films (that enable more stable cy-
cling).

The Department also is preparing a new Funding Opportunity Announcement
(FOA), expected to be released in the next several months, focusing on research into
higher energy and lower cost batteries, mainly those considered to be “next genera-
tion” technology. The responses to this FOA will be competitively evaluated by sub-
ject area experts. DOE expects to support the proposals receiving the highest tech-
nical merit and overall value scores, with out year funding subject to annual appro-
priations.

Question. Concerns have been raised about the Loan Guarantee programs treat-
ment of transmission projects under 1705. The concern is that transmission projects,
which can be challenging and complex, may be put at the bottom of the application
pile rather than the top, simply because of time pressures. A loan guarantee is a
“major Federal action” that requires DOE to conduct a NEPA review. With less than
18 months before DOE’s authority to issue loan guarantees under section 1705 ex-
pires, I would like to know that DOE is prepared to move to conduct and complete
the necessary environmental work with all deliberate speed, so that transmission
projects move forward along with renewables. What specific steps has DOE taken
to ensure that its NEPA review of transmission projects is performed in a timely
manner?

Answer. To ensure that project applications are reviewed in a timely manner and
NEPA is initiated as soon as possible, the Loan Programs Office has added 5 addi-
tional Environmental Protection Specialists in the past 9 months. All of the new
Specialists are senior NEPA practitioners with many years of relevant experience.
This allows DOE to maximize the management and efficiency of the NEPA review
process.

The DOE Loan Programs Office assesses the level of NEPA review required for
all projects when entering into the due diligence process. Prior to entering due dili-
gence, a preliminary determination of the level of review required is performed
using the environmental information provided in part I of an application. Discus-
sions with the applicants are initiated early in the review process to ensure that
environmental considerations are fully understood. This allows applicants to modify,
if appropriate, project proposals to ensure that the most expeditious NEPA review
process can be performed (e.g., performing an Environmental Assessment (EA) rath-
er than requiring and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)).

If a NEPA review for the project or project site was performed by another Federal
agency, DOE will adopt that review or incorporate all relevant analysis from it into
the DOE NEPA document in order to expedite the DOE NEPA review process.

Large transmission projects typically require an EIS. The Council on Environ-
mental Quality (CEQ) NEPA implementing regulations must be followed in pre-
paring an EIS. Those regulations require DOE to undertake a variety of procedural
steps during the NEPA review process. These include the publication of notices of



50

availability and intent to prepare EISs; conduct of public meetings; allowance for
public comment periods; incorporation of public comments; and consultation with
States, tribes, and other Federal agencies. The Loan Programs Office complies with
all of the procedural requirements of NEPA, and has established a notice prepara-
tion process that significantly reduces the length previously found in DOE notices
while still being fully compliant with the CEQ regulations. The new process reduces
the time it takes to prepare these notices, and allows the review process to begin
as expeditiously as possible.

Question. How is the Department working with transmission applicants to ensure
the efficiency of the NEPA review process is maximized?

Answer. DOE Loan Programs Office Environmental Compliance Division staff
talks with transmission project applicants early in the application process to ensure
that applicants understand the level of NEPA review that is required, how the proc-
ess will proceed, and what supporting environmental documentation is necessary to
include in the application. DOE also assists applicants with an understanding of the
NEPA process and areas of potential environmental concern through live and taped
web broadcasts and responses to frequently asked questions posted on the Loan Pro-
grams Office Web site. DOE continues to update program solicitations and the pro-
gram’s Web site to include specific guidance that helps to educate potential appli-
cants and expedite the NEPA review process.

Question. What assurances can give you give that meritorious transmission
projects won’t be precluded from selection based on the internal timing of DOE’s
NEPA review?

Answer. The DOE Loan Programs Office does not base its decision regarding
project selection on the level of NEPA review required for a project. However, DOE
generally advises applicants that a project requiring an EIS that is not currently
being, or has not previously been, undertaken by another Federal agency will likely
take 18 to 24 months to complete. In cases where no NEPA work has been initiated,
it would be difficult for DOE to complete an EIS and have a Record of Decision
signed in time to begin construction and issue a loan guarantee prior to September
30, 2011, the deadline established in section 1705 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005,
as amended by the American Recovery and Investment Act of 2009 for both start
of construction and issuance of loan guarantees. We also note that, actions (e.g.,
commencing project construction) taken by the applicant prior to completing the
NEPA review process can put at risk the NEPA review and thus the issuance of
the loan guarantee. Knowing this, applicants can decide whether it is appropriate
to pursue a Federal loan guarantee. Nevertheless, it is the Loan Programs’ goal to
work with all selected applicants to complete the required NEPA review process in
as efficient and timely a manner as possible.

Question. What amount of funding is needed in fiscal year 2011 to fully comply
with all clean up agreements? Please provide the amounts on a site-by-site basis.

Answer. The Office of Environmental Management’s request of $6.047 billion posi-
tions the program to meet its regulatory commitments, supports reducing the risk
associated with our highest environmental risk activities (i.e., tank waste) and
achieves footprint reduction across the complex. Page 9 of the budget request pro-
vides the amounts on a site-by-site basis, but the table below displays the funding
requirements for the major sites.

[In thousands of dollars]

Site Fiscal Year 2011
Carlshad 220,245
Idaho 412,000
Los Alamos 196,953
Oak Ridge 432,700
Richland 972,588
River Protection 1,158,178
Savannah River 1,217,799

Question. What amount of funding is needed in fiscal year 2012 to fiscal year 2015
to fully comply with all cleanup agreements? Please provide the amounts on a site-
by-site basis.

Answer. Compliance with cleanup agreements is a major factor the Office of Envi-
ronmental Management takes into account as it formulates its budget requests. Be-
cause of the dynamic nature of cleanup agreements, including the fact that mile-
stones are renegotiated based the results of ongoing characterization and the chang-
ing understanding of the extent of contamination, we are not able to determine at
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this time the amount of funding needed in fiscal year 2012 to fiscal year 2015 to
be in full compliance with all cleanup agreements.

Question. What actions are being taken regarding contracts that are not meeting
all cleanup milestones? Please provide specific examples.

Answer. Most contracts executed by the Office of Environmental Management
(EM) are performance based, in which the contractor is awarded fee based on the
attainment of specific cleanup activities. These activities often support a specific
compliance milestone. Thus, if a cleanup action associated with a milestone is not
attained, the contractor may not receive as much fee as if it had completed the work
in accordance with the milestone. In fiscal year 2009, EM met approximately 95 per-
cent of its 176 scheduled major enforceable milestones so, for the most part, fees
were not reduced for missed milestones. Nonetheless, the milestone for cold commis-
sioning of the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant was missed and the con-
tractor forfeited significant fee. In addition, where allowable by the contract and de-
pending on the nature of the violation, the contractor may be responsible for the
payment of any fines for violations. For example, the New Mexico Environment De-
partment fined the Los Alamos National Laboratory for issues associated with chro-
mium in groundwater. The site contractor paid the fine.

Question. Will you make clean up milestones and funding needs to meet them
publicly available?

Answer. The Office of Environmental Management (EM) has its “Environmental
Compliance Performance Scorecard” posted on its Web site (http://www.em.doe.gov/
Pages/CompliancePerformance.aspx). This scorecard is updated on a quarterly basis
and provides the status of milestones that were due during the quarter as well as
progress on those upcoming in the next four quarters. EM bases its funding needs
on the scope, cost, and schedule of cleanup projects. These projects are complex and
may have several objectives and milestones associated with them such that identi-
fying funding needs for specific milestones is not feasible.

Question. Over recent years, any Federal funding research and development ac-
tivities of the Energy & Environmental Research Center (EERC) at the University
of North Dakota have always provided a minimum 20 percent cost share as defined
under the Energy Policy Act of 2005. In fiscal year 2010, Congress directed that con-
tinued funding be provided to the EERC for additional research and development
activities as well as funding for a new building to house research and development
activities critical to meeting the future energy needs of the United States. However,
the building, which will only support research and development projects, has been
labeled as a demonstration activity and subject to a 50 percent minimum cost share.
Is this typical, and is it appropriate, to place such a large minimum cost share on
a building for which the activities occurring within will be research and develop-
ment, which only requires a minimum 20 percent cost share?

Answer. The cost share determination has been revised to require only 20 percent
minimum cost share for the effort to construct the building. The DOE Contracting
Officer notified Ms. Sheryl Landis and Principal Investigator at UND of this change
in writing on April 1, 2010.

Question. The Energy Independence Security Act of 2007 set a 36 billion gallon
mandate for biofuels by 2022. The DOE loan guarantee program can be instru-
mental in seeing that this goal is reached. However, DOE has yet to issue a single
loan for the advanced biofuel industry. The loan program has told the industry they
need to bring off-take agreements to get these loans, yet the fuels market does not
operate in this manner. What can DOE do to facilitate issuing loan guarantees for
advanced biofuel projects in the coming year?

Answer. While third-party supply and/or off-take agreements are not mandatory
to satisfy the statutory requirement that the project have a reasonable prospect of
repayment of the principle and interest of the guaranteed loan, they are factors
which are taken into consideration. For projects that are not supported by third-
party supply and/or off-take agreements, the projects need to establish that a viable
market exists for the product produced by the projects. The Loan Guarantee Pro-
gram is working closely with the Renewable Fuels Association to facilitate dialogue
with the biofuels companies. As a result of this collaboration, on April 7, 2010, The
Loan Guarantee Program held a roundtable discussion with members of the biomass
community to discuss issues that the industry faces in obtaining loan guarantees.

Question. The fiscal year 2011 budget for EERE indicates that DOE intends to
launch a new biopower initiative. Why is DOE undertaking this new effort now, and
what does this mean for biofuels producers who might be looking for a new round
of funding for advanced biorefinery facilities?

Answer. The Large Scale Biopower Initiative will accelerate the development of
advanced technologies to enable utilizing sustainably harvested biomass for electric
power generation. Biomass used for biopower may offer a renewable base load en-
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ergy option that could be available year round. These advanced biopower tech-
nologies may have positive environmental impacts for the existing utility industry
and also benefit local communities providing the biomass feedstock. There are also
opportunities to retrofit equipment that is currently idle, such as boilers found in
pulp and paper plants, in older and smaller coal-fired power plants, or co-fired in
conjunction with coal and use it in the biopower production process. Additionally,
biopower is an option for meeting State-level Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS).
The Biopower Initiative aims to accelerate the deployment of biopower technologies
to enable biopower deployment as soon as 2013 in support of potential future RPSs.

Furthermore, a component of the proposed advanced technologies for the introduc-
tion of biopower is the development of densified biomass-derived intermediaries—
such as torrefied biomass and bio-oil—which are technologies that can be leveraged
in the production of biofuels.

The fiscal year 2010 appropriation and fiscal year 2011 request do not include
funding for another integrated biorefinery solicitation. The integrated biorefinery
funds requested incrementally fund projects previously selected in fiscal year 2007
and fiscal year 2008. Furthermore, the number of integrated biorefinery facilities
was significantly expanded by Recovery Act funding.

Question. The NNSA budget request includes a 5 year spending plan for each ele-
ment of the budget request. A 5 year spending plan shows the fluctuation of spend-
ing year to year, when certain programs and projects reach peaks or are finished,
and provides a sense that the requested fiscal year 2011 budget is grounded in some
longer term plan. Outside of NNSA, the rest of DOE does not provide 5 year spend-
ing plans. Mr. Secretary, can you provide 5 year spending plans for all DOE pro-
grams and projects as NNSA does now?

Answer. I believe that considering 5 year budget implications provides useful
guidance for internal formulation and planning and the Department is making sig-
nificant strides in that direction.

A more in-depth internal consideration of multi-year budget implications will offer
the Department many advantages including enhancing transparency and improving
long-term planning. We are currently establishing a Department-wide budget for-
mulation and execution system that will be better able to build and track 5 year
budget plans.

Question. You did not request new funding for the Clean Coal Power Initiative
this year, Also, the Obama administration announced a multi-agency CCS Task
Force with the Office of Fossil Energy and EPA as the co-leads on February 3, 2010.
The goal of that effort is to work to overcome the barriers for widespread deploy-
ment of CCS within 10 years and to bring 5-10 commercial scale projects on line
by 2016. Can you tell me what you hope to achieve with CCPI Round III (from the
Recovery Act) projects?

Answer. The third round of Clean Coal Power Initiative (CCPI) demonstration
projects is well underway and is focused on developing projects that utilize carbon
capture and storage technologies and/or beneficial reuse of carbon dioxide. Five
projects have been selected, two focusing on pre-combustion carbon capture in
greenfield integrated gasification combined cycle (IGCC) plants and three post-com-
bustion capture projects using slipstreams at existing pulverized coal (PC) power
plants. Thus far, the Department has signed cooperative agreements on three of
these projects (two IGCC and one PC). Each of these projects will be demonstrating
a different carbon capture technology to provide the market a diversity of CO, cap-
ture approaches. These projects will be storing CO; in either saline aquifers or using
it for enhanced oil recovery and will conduct extensive monitoring, verification, and
accounting to ensure permanence of storage. Four of the five projects selected will
be capturing and storing CO, in excess of 1 million tons per year.

Question. When do you plan to announce, how much would you hope to fund, and
what would be the focus of a CCPI Round IV?

Answer. Commercial-scale demonstration of carbon capture and storage (CCS)
technologies is a key step to generate data and expand our knowledge of how these
systems work when integrated with an operating power plant. The Department is
focused on successfully implementing the five selected CCPI Round III demonstra-
tion projects, as well as other CCS demonstrations currently managed by the De-
partment (a CCPI Round II project, FutureGen, and the multiple Industrial CCS
demonstration projects). These demonstrations are critical for proving integrated op-
eration and safe and effective long-term storage at scale. The R&D focus is on devel-
oping advanced technologies to improve cost competitiveness of CCS technologies.
These demonstration projects will provide important information to help guide fu-
ture budgetary decisions.

Question. How will each of these CCPI projects feed into the CCS task force goals?
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Answer. One of the chief goals of the Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) Task
Force is to develop a proposed plan to overcome the barriers to the widespread, cost-
effective deployment of CCS within 10 years, with a goal of bringing 5 to 10 com-
mercial demonstration projects online by 2016. All five Clean Coal Power Initiative
projects selected in the third round and one selected in the second round are pres-
ently scheduled to begin plant operation and CO, sequestration during or before
2016.

Question. For the last 3 years, the Energy and Water Subcommittee has provided
funds to begin exploring expansion of a 5th SPR site in Richton, MS. This site plus
expansions at two other existing sites were intended to expand the SPR to the 1
billion barrel level. This was the policy pushed by Vice-President Cheney. It is my
understanding that a June 2007 DOE study found that it would cost in the range
of $21 billion to build and fill that expansion effort.

What is the Obama administration’s policy on the SPR and the costs and need
for site expansion? Are there better ways to achieve energy security? Why are you
proposing to us $71 million of prior year balances for operations and management
for fiscal year 2011?

Answer. The administration is currently reviewing Strategic Petroleum Reserve 1
billion barrel expansion policy. While this is occuring, the fiscal year 2011 budget
proposes the cancellation of $71 million in balances from prior years appropriated
for expansion activities at the proposed Richton, Mississippi site and use of these
balances to partially fund the SPR’s requirements in fiscal year 2011. The SPR re-
quires $209,861,000 for the management and operations in fiscal year 2011.

Question. The administration has not requested R&D funds for the oil and gas
programs. Both the Bush and Obama administrations have done that in their budg-
et requests. At the same time, in the fiscal year 2010 conference report, Congress
required the DOE to come up with a research development and demonstration strat-
egy and provide a report that outlines these activities. The E&W conference report
provided $20 million for that effort and requested a report. Despite not requesting
funds, will you commit to completing that strategic plan with a multi-year techno-
logical horizon and also engage the private sector and academic interests?

Answer. As directed in the appropriation bill, a research and development strat-
egy for unconventional oil, gas, and coal resources is being developed. The draft
strategy will include the resource opportunities and technology applications and we
will seek input from academia and the private sector. The provided funds will be
used for unconventional oil, gas, and coal resources projects identified in the strat-
egy. A funding opportunity announcement seeking proposals for new projects will
be issued soon.

Question. The ITER project faces significant delays. The construction completion
date has slipped from 2016 to 2022 and the total project cost estimate has increased
from $14 billion to $20 billion. The ITER International Office managing this project
still does not have a final design or a schedule and cost baseline. These delays have
increased U.S. costs and further delays could put at risk the U.S.’s total project cost
estimate of $2.2 billion for construction. What has the United States done to miti-
gate risk?

Answer. The Department’s senior leadership has been vigorously engaged in the
ITER project over the past 8-9 months. We are currently working with the other
ITER members to achieve a final, credible project baseline and a change in ITER
Organization management that will ensure robust management during the construc-
tion phase. We are making progress with the other members to address these
issues. We hope to have some of them resolved by the June 2010 ITER Council
Meeting (IC-6). We anticipate using the fiscal year 2011 funding request to make
substantial progress on the design, R&D, and long-lead procurement activities for
the U.S. hardware contribution, as well as to keep the United States on track to
meet its critical path commitments to the project.

Question. Will the United States consider withdrawing from ITER if delays con-
tinue and costs escalate beyond the $2.2 billion U.S. commitment?

Answer. DOE’s policy is to aggressively manage projects to maintain cost and
schedule. DOE constantly assesses projects to improve performance as prescribed by
DOE Order 413.3A. ITER is no exception. We have made progress in addressing
ITER performance concerns. We hope to determine the project baseline schedule and
improve the management issues shortly to allow for much more orderly and efficient
management of the ITER project. The Department is committed to maintaining the
established CD-1 cost range for the U.S. contribution to the project and, in fact, has
resisted entreaties by the ITER Organization to accept more scope.

Question. When will a decision be made by the United States on whether to stay
in the ITER program?
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Answer. We hope to establish the overall ITER project baseline and improve the
management issues by the June 2010 ITER Council Meeting (IC—6). DOE constantly
assesses projects to improve performance as prescribed by DOE Order 413.3A.

Question. I think we all agree we need to move to an electric drive transportation
system to decrease our dependence on foreign oil and decrease our greenhouse gas
emissions. I know that your Department is working toward decreasing battery costs,
which are a huge part of the increased incremental cost of electric vehicles. Further,
President Obama has set a goal of having 1 million electric vehicles on the road by
2015.

What are the major things that the Department is doing to achieve that goal?
What percentage of the Advanced Vehicles Technology budget is going into electric
drive vehicles (which can include both battery and fuel cell vehicles)?

Answer. Using Recovery Act funds, the Department is making substantial invest-
ments in establishing domestic manufacturing capability and infrastructure develop-
ment needed to advance the widespread market penetration of electric drive vehi-
cles. These investments totaled over $2.4 billion, including up to $2 billion for bat-
tery and electric drive manufacturing facilities, $400 million for transportation elec-
trification projects, and $20 million in battery research and testing facilities.

Under the Advanced Technology Vehicle Manufacturing Loan Program, the De-
partment made loan commitments of over $8 billion to domestic manufacturers of
advanced technology vehicles, including loans to Ford, Nissan, Tesla, and Fisker
Automotive. A substantial fraction of the funds disbursed will support domestic
ma}llr}lifacturing facilities focused on producing batteries, plug-in hybrid, and electric
vehicles.

Under the Recovery Act’s section 48C Advanced Energy Manufacturing Tax Cred-
its, the Department made awards for tax credits for several clean energy manufac-
turing projects related to electric drive vehicles.

In addition, the Department is conducting ongoing applied R&D to support the
development of critical technologies needed for widespread introduction of electric
drive vehicles. These efforts include battery development, power electronics and
electric motors, and electric drive vehicle systems.

As part of the U.S. Government effort to update the Federal fleet with fuel effi-
cient hybrids and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles, DOE will replace 753 vehicles
with hybrids in 2010. This will bring the total number of DOE hybrid vehicles to
888, even as the agency trims the overall size of its vehicle fleet.

In fiscal year 2010, the DOE Vehicle Technologies Program is investing $145 mil-
lion directly supporting electric drive technologies, or approximately 47 percent of
its total fiscal year 2010 appropriation. Other R&D, such as vehicle lightweighting,
indirectly supports vehicle electrification.

Question. What is the Department planning to do to overcome the non-technical
barriers to the deployment of electric vehicles? Are you dedicating some of your re-
sources to a public information campaign?

Answer. Significant resources are being dedicated to addressing non-technical bar-
riers. The Department is closely collaborating with the EPA to develop and validate
fuel economy test protocols for electric drive vehicles. The Department works with
the Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE) and various industry standards organi-
zations to establish codes and standards to promote faster widespread market pene-
tration. The Department is working with the National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration and the National Fire Protection Association to develop safety stand-
ards. The Department has made significant awards to develop educational programs
for teachers, student, and the general public.

Resources are being dedicated to a public information campaign, including the
work of the Department’s Clean Cities program, which is conducting public deploy-
ment programs and communicating the benefits of transportation electrification to
the general public. The Clean Cities public education and outreach activities provide
technical assistance and consumer information related to electric vehicles and other
alternative fuels, as well as the infrastructure and service industries needed to sup-
If)ort them. In fiscal year 2010, approximately $10.3 million is devoted to these ef-

orts.

As part of the Recovery Act projects, the Department made competitively selected
awards, totaling $39 million, to 10 consortia of universities, community colleges,
science centers, and public relations organizations to develop advanced electric drive
vehicle educational programs for student, teachers, technicians, emergency respond-
ers, and the general public.

In addition, the Department has launched an outreach effort on its Energy Effi-
ciency and Renewable Energy Web site entitled Energy Empowers, which includes
informative articles and videos showing where the Department’s efforts are making
an impact on people’s lives.
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Question. How do you expect to leverage what is learned from the demonstration
Communities funded by the Recovery Act funds for future widespread deployment
of electric vehicles?

Answer. The information obtained and lessons learned as a result of the Dem-
onstration Communities will help to guide future development and deployment ef-
forts. It will also help to instill a greater understanding among the general public
of the costs and benefits of electric vehicles. Based on this greater public knowledge
and confidence, the Department will be able to leverage greater future investment
by local communities in establishing electric vehicle infrastructure.

Question. The electrification (even partial) of medium and heavy duty vehicles
could play a significant role in decreasing oil use and greenhouse gas emissions, due
to their low fuel economy. Can you describe to me what work the Department is
doing in this area and how that is represented in your budget?

Answer. Current electric drive technologies that are being developed for auto-
motive applications (e.g., batteries, electric motors and power electronics) are in gen-
eral also applicable to both medium- and heavy-duty vehicles. More specifically,
R&D on advanced technologies for electrification of medium- and heavy-duty vehi-
cles is ongoing under the 21st Century Truck Program, and under the SuperTruck
Program recently initiated with Recovery Act funds. SuperTruck also has additional
funding support from annual appropriations.

Truck-stop electrification is being implemented using Recovery Act funds. Cascade
Sierra Solutions was competitively-selected for an award of up to $22.2 million to
deploy truck stop electrification infrastructure at 50 sites along major U.S. inter-
state highways and to provide 5,450 rebates for truck modification to implement idle
reduction technologies.

Medium- and heavy-duty electric drive vehicle awards, competitively-selected
using Recovery Act funds, include an award of up to $45 million to a consortium
of California’s South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and 50 dif-
ferent utilities and fleets to develop a fully integrated, production plug-in hybrid
system for Class 2-5 vehicles (8,500-19,500 lbs gross vehicle weight) and dem-
onstrate a fleet of 378 trucks and shuttle buses; Navistar was awarded up to $39
million to develop and deploy 400 advanced battery electric delivery trucks (12,100
Ibs gross vehicle weight) with a 100-mile range; and Smith Electric Vehicles was
awarded up to $32 million to develop and deploy up to 100 electric vehicles, such
as “Newton” medium-duty trucks.

Question. What are you currently doing to investigate the possible uses of auto-
motive grade lithium 1on batteries in stationary applications, both with new and
somewhat depleted batteries?

Answer. Several electric drive vehicle battery manufacturers are assembling bat-
tery packs for stationary grid applications using automotive grade lithium ion bat-
tery cells developed with DOE funding support. For example, A123Systems has built
large battery systems from high power HEV batteries to support grid frequency reg-
ulation. DOE anticipates that some of battery production facilities being established
with support from the Recovery Act will produce batteries for both vehicle and util-
ity grid applications.

In addition, the DOE Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability, with
the help of Sandia National Laboratory, is studying the value propositions of various
energy storage systems, including “new” automotive grade lithium-ion batteries, for
stationary grid applications such as load leveling, peak demand management, all of
which could help defer the need to build peaking power plants.

For “somewhat depleted” batteries used in automotive applications, the Vehicle
Technologies Program (VTP) initiated a program to investigate the merits of re-
purposing or re-using the batteries retired from plug in hybrid electric vehicles
(PHEV) or electric vehicles (EV) for other applications. This program has several
elements including analysis, testing, and demonstration. In the analysis portion,
VTP is investigating the value of the “somewhat depleted” batteries for grid, off-grid
and other mobile applications. The potential uses in grid applications include home
energy storage appliance, community energy storage, substation back up, and elec-
tricity storage for wind or solar plants.

Question. How do you anticipate the battery and storage hub integrating with ex-
isting programs in OE and EERE as well as ARPA-E?

Answer. The Department formed an Energy Storage Working Group to enhance
communication and coordination of energy storage research across the Department.
This activity is led by the Under Secretaries as well as the principals of the Offices
of Science (SC), Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE), Electricity Deliv-
ery and Energy Reliability (OE), and ARPA-E. The Energy Storage Working Group
has initiated an extensive assessment of the DOE-wide energy storage investment
by technology readiness level. A staff level group meets more frequently to coordi-
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nate day-to-day activities. The involved program offices share detailed project list-
ings and participate in review of each other’s new and ongoing projects. They also
share information on upcoming Funding Opportunity Announcements and support
joint workshops to identify gaps and barriers.

In addition, there is a parallel Hubs Working Group that coordinates the formula-
tion of the Hubs to ensure similar processes and coordination among the Hubs. The
Department’s Energy Innovation Hubs Oversight Board (Under Secretaries for En-
ergy and Science, their senior scientific/technical advisors, and I) will provide addi-
tional assurance that these activities are effectively managed and coordinated. Hub
researchers will also be full participants in joint program meetings with researchers
and managers from SC, OE, EERE, and ARPA-E to ensure seamless information
exchange and to promote coordination and collaboration as appropriate.

Question. In your budget this year, you have cut hydrogen and fuel cell funding
by $37 million from last year’s appropriated level. Although this is an improvement
over the budget you constructed last year, I'm still concerned that this decrease
could be seen as an indication of what you plan to do with this program. The major
programs that seem to have been decreased are both Hydrogen and Fuel Cell R&D
lines ($17 million) and the Market Transformation ($15 million).

Can you give a brief summary of the existing programs that will be discontinued
or significantly scaled back in order to make these cuts possible?

Answer. Project deferrals will occur in the Market Transformation subprogram,
which includes Early Markets, Safety, Codes and Standards, and Education, and in
the Systems Analysis subprogram.

Question. One question I have is why would you so dramatically decrease the
funding for the work that is designed to encourage public adoption of the technology,
which the American people have funded over the years?

Answer. The Hydrogen and Fuel Cell Technologies funding request provides for
a focused effort on key Safety, Codes and Standards activities, which are essential
for market adoption of hydrogen and fuel cell technologies. At the same time, data
collection and analysis of fuel cell systems will continue on fuel cells that are placed
into the market using fiscal year 2009, fiscal year 2010 and Recovery Act funding
that together totals nearly $62 million. Analysis of these data will be conducted to
help identify future needs.

Question. Last year, the cuts you proposed in this area would have abruptly ter-
minated funding to 189 ongoing multi-year grants. Will any existing grants be af-
fected this year.

Answer. There will be 22 projects deferred in fiscal year 2011 in Market Trans-
formation (18) and in Systems Analysis (4). Deferred means that an existing project
will not be funded in fiscal year 2011, but the funding of that project could be re-
started in fiscal year 2012 depending upon appropriations. An existing project is one
that began in fiscal year 2010 or earlier. We retain the option to continue funding
the project in out years. Deferred does not include new projects that would begin
in fiscal year 2011. However, the Program anticipates about 20 new projects will
begin in Fuel Cell Systems R&D.

Question. What are your plans for further solicitations in this area to continue
building upon the work that the Department has done for many years?

Answer. The Department plans for solicitations in the Fuel Cell Systems R&D
and Manufacturing R&D subprograms. For the fuel cell solicitation, a Request for
Information has closed, a pre-solicitation workshop has been conducted and prepara-
tion of the Funding Opportunity Announcement is underway. DOE anticipates that
this solicitation will yield about 20 new projects.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD

Question. In reviewing the fiscal year 2011 Fossil Energy Research and Develop-
ment (R&D) budget, I am very troubled. Despite a healthy overall 6.8 percent in-
crease for the Department from the fiscal year 2010 enacted level, the Fossil Energy
R&D program is not among the beneficiaries of forward-thinking. It greatly concerns
me that the Coal R&D budget is flat funded; the Oil and Natural Gas R&D pro-
grams are zeroed out; no new funds have been requested for a Clean Coal Power
Initiative (CCPI) Round 4 solicitation; the Fossil Energy Program Direction account
is underfunded by $10 million and underfunded by $19 million if funding is not pro-
vided to administer the Recovery Act activities; the Methane Hydrates work that
has been traditionally conducted by NETL is being transferred to the Office of
Science; and the Ultra-Deepwater and Unconventional Gas and Other Petroleum
Research Fund has been offered up for rescission.
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Is the fiscal year 2011 Fossil Energy R&D budget an accurate reflection of your
vision for NETL and the Fossil Energy R&D program? Please elaborate.

Answer. The Office of Fossil Energy’s (FE) primary objective is to ensure the con-
tinued use of traditional fuel sources to provide clean, affordable, reliable energy.
The Clean Coal Research Program, implemented by the National Energy Technology
Laboratory (NETL), supports the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) overall mis-
sion to achieve national energy security in an economic and environmentally sound
manner. The Fossil Energy Research and Development fiscal year 2011 budget re-
quest of $586.5 million represents more than 75 percent of FE’s total fiscal year
2011 budget request and will help maintain DOE’s leadership role in addressing the
challenge of climate change, deliver to the Nation superior electricity generating
technologies, and allow NETL to carry out energy and environmental research, de-
velopment, and demonstration programs.

The Coal Program has four key priorities: (1) to develop carbon dioxide (CO,) cap-
ture technologies for fossil fueled power plants and industrial sources; (2) to estab-
lish safe, reliable CO, storage methods including geologic storage and beneficial
reuse; (3) to improve the efficiency of both existing and new coal-fired power genera-
tion plants; and (4) to implement computer modeling and simulation to accelerate
the Research and Development (R&D) path from discovery to commercialization and
reduce costs.

There are a number of technical and economic challenges that must be overcome
before cost-effective CCS solutions can be implemented to address climate change.
Funding from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Recovery Act) is help-
ing to address these challenges. The Recovery Act provided an additional $3.4 billion
for FE R&D to accelerate the commercial deployment of CCS technology, including
$800 million for the Clean Coal Power Initiative. The Recovery Act funding coupled
with our annual appropriations will allow FE and NETL to support important ad-
vances in capture technologies, efficiency of advanced power generation systems and
CO, storage technology. The experience gained from capture and storage demonstra-
tions funded by the Recovery Act will be a critical step forward achieving wide-
spread, cost-effective deployment of CCS. In addition to the Recovery Act projects,
the core research, development, and demonstration activities that leverage public
and private partnerships will support the goal of broad cost-effective CCS deploy-
ment in the post-2020 timeframe.

Consistent with administration policy to phase out fossil fuel subsidies, the Office
of Fossil Energy requested no funding for oil and gas research and development. In
addition, Methane Hydrates R&D is transferred to the Office of Science. Over the
next 2 years, the program will phase out production related R&D activities in favor
of research to strengthen the fundamental understanding of methane hydrates:
their formation and occurrence; their role in geological and ecological systems; their
stability in natural and engineered systems; and their role in the carbon cycle. This
transfer does not preclude academic institutions and laboratories from applying for
grants to support research that addresses these more fundamental questions. This
decision is based on the nature of the research and development activities not the
type of competitively selected awardees.

Question. The Coal R&D program, which has been flat funded, is focused on devel-
oping a portfolio of technology options for future energy plants that will provide sig-
nificant improvements in efficiency coupled with Carbon Capture and Storage.
Given that the Environmental Protection Agency will begin regulating greenhouse
gas emissions next year, how do you view the Coal R&D budget as adequate?

Answer. The Fossil Energy Research and Development fiscal year 2011 budget re-
quest of $586.5 million represents more than 75 percent of FE’s total fiscal year
2011 budget request and will help maintain DOE’s leadership role in addressing the
challenge of climate change, deliver to the Nation superior electricity generative
technologies, and allow NETL to carry out new and ongoing energy and environ-
mental research, development, and demonstration programs.

In addition, the Recovery Act provided $3.4 billion for Fossil Energy Research, De-
velopment, and Demonstration FER&D to accelerate the commercial deployment of
CCS technology.

The coal research and development (R&D) funding request in the President’s fis-
cal year 2011 budget is sufficient to meet current needs. Ultimately comprehensive
energy and climate legislation that puts a cap on carbon will provide the largest in-
centive for CCS because it will create stable, long-term, market-based incentives to
channel private investment in low-carbon technologies.

Question. The Oil and Natural Gas R&D programs focus on long-term, high risk
research and development, and are implemented by universities, national labora-
tories, research and development institutions, governments, and industry. These
programs involve research and development on unconventional resources, such as
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methane hydrates; natural gas locked in tight sands, coals, and shales; stranded oil;
and crude oil in non-conventional reservoirs. I am advised that these resources are
significant—billions to trillions of barrels and more than 1,000 trillion cubic feet of
natural gas; however, technology advancements are required to develop these do-
mestic resources. Furthermore, it is my understanding that the vast majority of the
oil wells belong to independent operators eager to apply the technologies that the
Department is helping them access. Why is the Department turning its back on
these huge potential resources by zeroing out the Oil and Natural Gas R&D pro-
grams? What alternatives have you considered to improve the programs, rather
than to eliminate them?

Answer. The Methane Hydrates R&D program is proposed to be transferred to the
Office of Science. Over the next 2 years, the program will focus on research to
strengthen the fundamental understanding of methane hydrates: their formation
and occurrence; their role in geological and ecological systems; their stability in nat-
ural and engineered systems; and their role in the carbon cycle. This transfer does
not preclude academic institutions and laboratories from applying for grants to sup-
port research that addresses these more fundamental questions. This decision is
based on the nature of the research and development activities not the type of com-
petitively selected awardees.

Question. During our January 2009 visit in my office, I urged you to visit the
NETL in Morgantown. Have you made such a visit to any of the NETL campuses?
What steps have you taken to schedule this visit?

Answer. Despite several attempts, I have not been able to visit the NETL in Mor-
gantown. I look forward to the chance to see the NETL campuses and I am working
with my staff to schedule a visit soon.

Question. I have been supportive of the concept behind FutureGen, and public-pri-
vate partnership to build a first of its kind, coal-fueled, near-zero emissions power
plant, provided that the Federal share of the project was not funded at the expense
of the basic Coal R&D account. I understand that you intend to make a go/no go
decision on the FutureGen project in the coming weeks.

If you determine that the FutureGen project should proceed, what additional Fed-
eral resources will be required to complete the project? How would the administra-
tion make up that shortfall? What assurance can you provide me that this shortfall
will not be addressed by robbing the Coal R&D account?

Answer. The FutureGen Alliance submitted its Renewal Application to DOE on
March 19, 2010.

The latest estimate of capital costs from the FutureGen Industrial Alliance has
grown from the earlier one provided.

Currently, the Department is in discussions with the FutureGen Alliance about
the most promising funding path forward. If additional funds are warranted, the De-
partment may consider the use of prior year available funds but does not plan to
fund the project through offsets from current year research and development (R&D)
funding nor from future year requests for appropriated R&D funds.

Question. If FutureGen is a “go,” will the Department be able to obligate funds
provided through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) prior to the
September 30, 2010, deadline? If those funds expire, how will the Department ad-
dress the FutureGen funding needs?

Answer. The Department is planning to obligate the American Recovery and Rein-
;restment Act funds for the FutureGen project before the September 30, 2010, dead-
ine.

Question. Should a determination be made not to proceed with the FutureGen
project, how will the Federal funds that have thus far been made available for the
project be redirected?

Answer. On March 19, 2010, the FutureGen Industrial Alliance submitted its Re-
newal Application to the Department of Energy. Currently, DOE is in discussions
with the FutureGen Alliance about the most promising path forward toward a suc-
cessful project.

Question. What goals of the FutureGen project being met through the current
CCPI Round 3 and other funding opportunities provided through the ARRA?

Answer. Some of the environmental goals of FutureGen (emissions of criteria pol-
lutants and mercury) will likely be met under the Clean Coal Power Initiative
Round 3 and American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funded awards. The carbon
capture and storage goals of FutureGen are more stringent than those required
under the alternative funding opportunities; however, some of the projects being
pursued under the CCPI would satisfy the 90 percent carbon capture goal and the
sequestration goal of a minimum 1 million metric tons per year. The goal of fully
integrating an integrated gasification combined cycle powerplant with sequestration
in a saline formation remains unique to FutureGen.
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Question. After spending most of our meeting last year discussing the importance
I place on NETL, I was disturbed that your office did not take the time to notify
me that NETL Director Carl Bauer had retired earlier this year. As the Department
considers candidates, I urge you to seriously consider filling this position with some-
one who not only has a strong technical background, but also who knows how NETL
is structured, how it works within the Department, and how to build relationships
with outside stakeholders. What is the status of the Department’s efforts to identify
a new NETL director? I expect your office to notify me as soon as a formal decision
has been made. I would very much like the opportunity to meet the new Director,
and will rely on your office to help coordinate such a visit.

Answer. Your office was notified on April 1, 2010, that the Department named
Anthony V. Cugini as the new NETL Director. Dr. Cugini has a strong technical
background that includes expertise in a number of key energy and environmental
research and development areas, including catalyst development, advanced carbon
synthesis, hydrogen production and separation, gas hydrates, and CO, sequestration
and computational modeling.

During Dr. Cugini’s 23-year career at NETL he was responsible for overseeing the
Office of Research and Development since 2007, where he supervised an organiza-
tion with over 400 personnel at 3 NETL locations, which included cutting-edge re-
search and computer simulations conducted onsite as well as that performed
through partnerships, cooperative research and development agreements, financial
assistance, and contractual arrangements with universities and the private sector.

Dr. Cugini’s background provides an excellent combination of leadership abilities,
scientific and research expertise, understanding of key technical challenges in clean
energy, and familiarity with NETL’s programs, personnel, and capabilities. Dr.
Cugini’s outstanding career at the laboratory has demonstrated a clear ability to
continue NETL’s important mission at a high level of achievement and accomplish-
ment. The Department looks forward to the lab’s continued progress and success
under his leadership.

As requested, we will be pleased to arrange a visit with you and Dr. Cugini. The
Department’s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs will contact
your office to coordinate a visit.

Question. NETL also serves as a PMC for EERE. Approximately 122 NETL em-
ployees support the PMC by implementing 40 percent of EERE’s projects and pro-
grams, including weatherization, power and vehicles, and buildings and industrial
technologies.

The EERE program direction for the PMC at NETL did not allow for annual cost
escalation and is $3 million below what is required to sustain the 122 NETL FTEs
supporting the PMC at NETL. If this funding shortfall is not addressed by Con-
gress, how many NETL positions will be eliminated?

Please provide me with an update on the PMC activities at NETL, specifically,
the long-term plans to continue this successful NETL-EERE collaboration.

Answer. In fiscal year 2010, the initial NETL Program Direction budget was $14.2
million (same as fiscal year 2009), with the understanding that after we completed
our midyear budget review an adjustment may be made based on need. NETL was
notified that its final fiscal year 2010 regular program direction budget would in-
crease by $1.3 million to $15.5 million (9.2 percent) above fiscal year 2009. In addi-
tion, EERE increased the NETL Recovery Act Program Direction budget by $3.5
million. Therefore, there is no funding shortfall in fiscal year 2010, and no positions
will be eliminated in fiscal year 2010. Upon receiving the fiscal year 2011 appropria-
tion from Congress, EERE will reassess the funding requirements at the PMC loca-
tions, and ensure equitable distribution.

NETL has been a successful partner with EERE, and the long-term plan is to con-
tinue this working relationship.

Question. As American industries confront the challenges of reducing their carbon
emissions and creating the clean energy jobs of the 21st century, how can the Indus-
trial Technologies Program (ITP) help to place on a fast track major innovations in
efficiency and cost-effective environmental performance? Certain components of this
program were scaled down or terminated in recent years. Through the ITP, or per-
haps through other programs, how do you intend to increase the Department’s focus
on maximizing the research, development, and deployment that can be achieved
through public-private cost-share programs, with a view toward achieving bold ad-
vancements in the energy-intensive industries that are so vital to the future of
America’s clean energy job market?

Answer. The Nation faces serious economic, energy, and environmental challenges
that are impacting all sectors of the economy, including manufacturing which has
seen significant job losses over the past 2 years. Clean energy development and de-
ployment, and a robust manufacturing infrastructure which supports this endeavor
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are critical to U.S. energy security, jobs, and reducing carbon emissions, and have
been a priority of the administration. In January, President Obama announced the
award of $2.3 billion in Recovery Act Advanced Energy Manufacturing Tax Credits
for clean energy manufacturing projects across the United States. Additionally, in
November 2009, Secretary Chu announced more than $155 million in Recovery Act
funds for 41 industrial energy efficiency projects across the country. ITP also funded
additional Industrial Technical Assistance activities to assist energy-intensive man-
ufacturers cut their energy bills, improve their productivity, and save jobs over the
past few years.

Also during the summer of 2009, to help restock the technology development pipe-
line, ITP issued a funding opportunity announcement (FOA) for grand challenge
concept studies to define requirements for transformational industrial processes and
technologies that reduce the energy intensity or greenhouse gas emissions by a min-
imum of 25 percent while providing a return on investment of 10 percent or greater.
Selections from this FOA are expected to be completed by May 2010.

Notwithstanding these efforts, ITP recognizes the significant long-term need for
process innovation in manufacturing. The fiscal year 2011 budget re-prioritized the
ITP program strategy. This new strategy emphasizes crosscutting technologies that
provide significant savings across multiple energy intensive industries. ITP will con-
tinue to support industry-specific R&D for the energy-intensive chemical industry.
The Program is developing breakthrough technologies that significantly reduce proc-
ess energy- and carbon-intensity, and plans to undertake an exploratory study to
identify pathways for significant carbon emission reductions from the cement indus-
try. ITP will continue to work with other energy-intensive industries through its En-
ergy Intensive Process R&D activities, which focus on developing innovative cross-
cutting technologies applicable to multiple industries.

In addition, the fiscal year 2011 ITP budget request proposes a new subprogram
entitled Manufacturing Energy Systems (MES). The MES program, to be anchored
at two U.S. universities, will serve as knowledge development and dissemination
centers organized around distinct manufacturing areas with critical technical needs.
The centers will reduce the time necessary to translate innovation into commercial
product for low or near-zero carbon processes and technologies.

ITP will continue to coordinate with other EERE program efforts focusing on the
manufacturing of clean energy products as appropriate.

Question. What action is the Department taking to ensure that public and private
clean energy investments will provide benefits to the residents of rural areas, small
cities, and towns commensurate with the benefits provided to residents of larger
metropolitan areas? How do these efforts differ from last year? Rural areas have
long struggled to keep up with critical infrastructure and, if agencies such as yours
do not provide clear leadership, these rural areas could be at risk of missing out
on major new public works projects and investments. Please provide me with the
proportions of the program funding that have been committed to rural areas in the
State Energy Program and the Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant pro-
gram.

Answer. In the absence of statutory requirements, the Department of Energy
(DOE) does not require States to allocate any specific proportion of State Energy
Program (SEP) funding to either specific geographic areas or topics within the State.
Through the SEP, DOE provides formula grant dollars to State Energy Offices
(SEO) on behalf of each State. The SEO proposes energy efficiency and renewable
energy programs that best fit the unique needs and resources within the State. DOE
then reviews and approves the State programs and provides technical assistance as
needed.

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 appropriated $3.2 billion
in funding for the Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block (EECBG) Program. Of
this total, more than $2.7 billion is available for distribution in the form of direct
formula grants to over 2,350 eligible units of government such as cities and coun-
ties, States, U.S. territories, and Federal recognized Indian Tribes. This subtotal has
been allocated, as directed by the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007,
to the following categories of grantees:

—Sixty-eight percent to formula-eligible units of local government (cities or city-
equivalents with a population of at least 35,000 or that are one of the top 10
highest populated cities of the State, and counties or county-equivalents with
a population of at least 200,000 or that are one of the top 10 highest populated
counties of the State);

—Twenty-eight percent to States through formula grants;

—Two percent to Indian Tribes through formula grants; and

—Two percent for competitive grants to ineligible cities, counties, and Indian
tribes (42 U.S.C. 17153(a)(1-4)).
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A State that receives a grant under the EECBG Program shall use not less than
60 percent of the amount received to provide subgrants to units of local government
in the State that are not eligible for a direct formula grant from DOE. Hawaii, the
U.S. Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and the Commonwealth of the North-
ern Mariana Islands have no ineligible entities and are, therefore, exempt from the
requirement to make subgrants. For example, West Virginia received more than $14
million in direct formula awards to State and local governments. Out of this fund-
ing, over $9.5 million was awarded to the West Virginia State Energy Office, which
must subgrant a majority of these funds under the requirement described above.

The authorizing statute does not identify any eligible criteria that are specific to
“rural” communities.

Up to $453.72 million in Recovery Act funds will be awarded through competitive
EECBG grants covering two topic areas, as described in Funding Opportunity An-
nouncement DE-FOA-0000148.

The first topic area, the “Retrofit Ramp-Up” program, will award funds to innova-
tive programs that are structured to provide whole-neighborhood building energy
retrofits. DOE expects to make 8 to 20 awards under this topic area, with award
size ranging from $5 to $75 million. Both formula eligible and formula-ineligible en-
tities may apply for funds under Topic 1.

The second topic area, the “General Innovation Fund,” will award up to $63.68
million to help expand local energy efficiency efforts and reduce energy use in the
commercial, residential, transportation, manufacturing, or industrial sectors. DOE
expects to make 15 to 60 awards, with award size ranging from $1 to $5 million.
Only formula-ineligible entities can apply for funds under Topic 2. The award selec-
tion official may consider a proposed program’s “impact on, and benefits to, a diver-
sity of communities, including low-income and rural communities” when making se-
lections per page 38 of FOA-0000148.

These EECBG grants will almost certainly benefit small and rural communities
beyond the direct recipients by adding substantially to the knowledge base sur-
rounding the implementation and operation of energy efficiency/renewable energy
projects (EE/RE). The grants will help to validate and refine best practices in a di-
versity of communities, including those with low-income and rural characteristics.
These new data points will allow future EE/RE projects to be more closely tailored
fof the economic, environmental, and energy needs of Americans from all walks of
ife.

Question. With my strong urging several years ago, NETL began performing work
under the auspices of the Office of Legacy Management (LM). Most recently, these
staff relocated to the new 59,000 square-foot LM Business Center in Morgantown,
West Virginia.

I was advised in June 2008 by LM officials that the LM Business Center would
house 30 Federal and 60 contractor staff. Please provide me with the current Fed-
eral and contractor staffing levels at the Morgantown site. If the goals provided to
me in 2008 have not been met, I would like a detailed explanation on how and when
these employment goals will be achieved.

Answer. There are currently 9 Federal staff and 73 contractor staff at the Legacy
Management Business Center (LMBC) located within the West Virginia University
Research Park. None of these employees are associated with the National Energy
Technology Laboratory. Over the last several years the Office of Legacy Manage-
ment (LM) has been able to reduce total LM Federal staffing levels from an alloca-
tion of 83 to a current level of 57. This was accomplished by outsourcing work and
using Federal employees from other organizations where it would be more efficient.
Within the new staffing level there are presently 50 Federal employees in LM. We
expect to hire additional Federal employees and 2-3 of those employees would sup-
port activities at the LMBC. However, we do not anticipate needing beyond approxi-
mately 12 Federal employees at the LMBC in the foreseeable future.

Question. Please describe in detail the functions that are being performed by Fed-
eral staff at the Morgantown site. Please provide the same detailed information
about the contractor staff.

Answer. Federal staff assigned to the LMBC perform a variety of functions. Those
functions include: management and storage of records; information technology infra-
structure services; oversight of LM site activities (e.g., ensuring compliance with en-
vironmental regulations and management of natural, historical and cultural re-
sources); budget formulation and execution; acquisition support and oversight; and,
management of personal property.

The majority of contractor staff at the LMBC are associated with LM’s primary
mission at this location which is the management of records and information tech-
nology. Contractor staff performs the following types of functions: Information Tech-
nology, Records Management, and a variety of business services. These programs
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are based in Morgantown and support LM mission activities throughout the LM
complex. LM’s contractor also provides operation of the National Archives and
Records Administration (NARA) certified Records Warehouse and the Consolidated
Data Center; including environment, safety, and health oversight and conduct of op-
erations.

Question. Please provide me with a schedule of anticipated closures of DOE nu-
clear operations across the country. What effect will these closures have upon the
demand for the functions performed at Morgantown and the staff levels?

Answer. Responsibility for sites is transferred to LM after active remediation is
completed, from programs within the Department of Energy, the Army Corps of En-
gineers, and from private licensees of former uranium mills. LM anticipates our site
responsibility to grow from our current level of 87 to 112 by 2015. A list of sites
projected to transfer by the end of 2015 is below. As a majority of the sites are in
the Western United States, require only limited maintenance, and have small vol-
wlumels of records and information we do not anticipate an increase in LMBC staffing
evels.

Bear Creek, Wyoming; Gas Hills East, Wyoming; Gas Hills North, Wyoming; Split
Rock, Wyoming; Inhalation Toxicology Lab, New Mexico; Lisbon Valley, Utah;
Mound, Ohio; Uravan, Colorado; Durita, Colorado; Panna Maria, Texas; Church
Rock, New Mexico; Ford, Washington; Gas Hills West, Wyoming; General Electric
Vallecitos, California; Mercury Storage Facility (location TBD); Ray Point, Texas;
Iowa Army Ammunition Plant, Iowa; Painesville, Ohio; Attleboro, Massachusetts;
Combustion Engineering, Connecticut; Highland, Wyoming; Latty Avenue Prop-
erties, Missouri; Sequoyah Fuels, Oklahoma; St. Louis Airport, Missouri.

(guestion. What other LM functions could be housed in the new Morgantown facil-
ity?

Answer. LM has consolidated several of its business functions at the LMBC in-
cluding records storage and management, and information technology infrastruc-
ture. In addition, Federal staff at the LMBC provide oversight of certain LM site
activities (e.g., ensuring compliance with environmental regulations and manage-
ment of natural, historical and culture resources); budget formulation and execution;
acquisition support and oversight; and, management of personal property.

The documents to be stored, managed, and processed at the facility are inactive,
temporary DOE records from the cold war nuclear sites. Records are retrieved to
respond to various requests for information. The records currently stored at several
NARA Federal Records Centers will be transferred to the LMBC for permanent stor-
age.

Over the last few years LM has worked hard to both evaluate and optimize Fed-
eral staffing levels and locations. Based on LM’s current functions, the locations
where those functions are most efficiently performed, and the distribution of our
sites within the country we do not anticipate the transfer of other LM functions to
the LMBC.

Question. In February 2010, the President signed the Memorandum creating an
Interagency Task Force on Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS). The Memorandum
proposed a plan “to overcome the barriers to the widespread, cost-effective deploy-
ment of CCS within 10 years, with a goal of bringing 5 to 10 commercial demonstra-
tion projects online by 2016.”

What is the status of your progress? What are your plans for going forward?

Answer. In the President’s Memorandum, the interagency carbon capture and
storage (CCS) task force has 180 days to produce a report proposing a plan to over-
come the barriers to the widespread, cost-effective deployment of CCS within 10
years, with a goal of bringing 5 to 10 commercial demonstration projects online by
2016. The task force is on track to deliver the report to President Obama in August,
2010. On May 6, 2010, at the Grand Hyatt Washington from 8:30 a.m. to 6 p.m.
a public meeting was held to provide input to the interagency CCS task force.

Question. How do these goals correlate with the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s efforts to regulate mobile sources of greenhouse gas emissions this year and sta-
tionary sources of greenhouse gas emissions next year?

Answer. An area that the interagency carbon capture and storage (CCS) task force
will investigate is the legal and regulatory issues associated with CCS. Per the Pres-
idential Memorandum, the Task Force will consider how best to coordinate existing
administrative authorities, as well as identify areas where additional administrative
authority may be necessary.

Question. In June 2009, the administration released a Memorandum of Under-
standing (MOU) entitled, “Implementing the Interagency Action Plan on Appa-
lachian Surface Coal Mining.”

The MOU noted that “Federal agencies will work . . . to help diversify and
strengthen the Appalachian regional economy and promote the health and welfare
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of Appalachian communities. This interagency effort will have a special focus on
stimulating clean enterprise and green jobs development .

What new programs 1s the Energy Department proposing to advance economic di-
versification in Appalachia?

Answer. This question should be directed to the U.S. Department of the Army,
the U.S. Department of the Interior, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
See http://www.epa.gov/owow/wetlands/pdf/Final MTM MOU 6-11-09.pdf.

Question. What new resources is the Energy Department requesting to advance
economic diversification in Appalachia?

Answer. The Department of Energy is not a party to this Memorandum of Under-
standing. This question should be directed to the U.S. Department of the Army, the
U.S. Department of the Interior, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. See
http://www.epa.gov/owow/wetlands/pdf/Final MTM MOU 6-11-09.pdf.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PATTY MURRAY

Question. Secretary Chu, I am pleased to once again see an increase in overall
funding for EERE, because we've got to move forward toward a clean energy econ-
omy and the work being done at the Department will help keep us on that path.

I am concerned, however, that for the second year in a row the Water Program
has been cut—by 25 percent this year—while nearly every other renewable energy
program receives increased funding. As you know, the National Hydropower Asso-
ciation recently released a report citing the potential for additional, emissions-free
hydropower—and hundreds of thousands of jobs that could be created.

We must continue investment in our existing hydro facilities to allow us to use
those flexible resources to firm up intermittent renewable resources like wind and
solar. And we must also increase our work to develop new marine and hydrokinetic
technologies that may also be able to act as baseload resources in the future.

Given these recurring funding cuts for this important program, I am not assured
that the administration sees the value of water as a clean energy source.

Can you please tell me what your goals are for the Water Power Program, specifi-
cally with regard to conventional hydro as well as marine and hydrokinetic tech-
nologies?

And is the Department using the Marine Science Laboratory at Sequim, Wash-
ington—the Department’s only national lab facility located on water—to help
achieve these goals, particularly to understand the environmental impacts of energy
devices as the industry begins to test at scale?

Answer. The Department of Energy is excited about the potential to develop
emerging marine and hydrokinetic energy (MHK) technologies and untapped hydro-
power resources. The $50 million appropriated for Water Power in fiscal year 2010
has allowed the Department to continue aggressive efforts to develop advanced
water power technologies, and we are working diligently to ensure that this in-
creased level of funding is spent carefully and wisely. DOE believes that the $40.5
million requested for Water Power in fiscal year 2011 is sufficient to continue the
program’s ongoing efforts to develop water power technologies and accelerate the
market adoption of these technologies. This funding is complemented by up to $31.7
million in Recovery Act funds for projects to deploy advanced turbines and control
technologies at hydropower facilities, thereby boosting generation of environmental
sustainable hydropower and stimulating job creation and economic activity. As the
size of the Nation’s water power resources and the ability of emerging technologies
to capture that energy becomes clearer, the Department will be better able to deter-
mine if higher funding levels are necessary.

The Department’s goals for MHK energy technologies are to determine the base-
line costs of energy and identify key cost drivers for MHK generation, to quantify
the total MHK resource available by resource type, and to address barriers to the
siting and permitting of these devices. For conventional hydropower, the Depart-
ment’s goals are to facilitate the deployment of new sustainable hydropower gener-
ating capacity, including timely and low-cost upgrades at existing hydroelectric fa-
cilities, the powering of non-powered dams and constructed waterways, and assess-
ing the potential for new small hydropower deployment. The Department also works
with other Federal agencies, such as the Army Corps of Engineers and the Depart-
ment of the Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation, to support the development of envi-
ronmentally sustainable hydropower by increasing energy generation at Federal-
owned facilities and exploring opportunities for new development of low-impact hy-
dropower.

The Water Power Program has funded MHK technology research at Pacific North-
west National Laboratory (PNNL) since fiscal year 2008, and the capabilities of
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PNNL’s Sequim Marine Science Laboratory have been integral to that effort. Given
Sequim’s coastal location and strong marine environmental research capabilities,
much of the work undertaken at the Sequim facility has been related to environ-
mental baseline studies for MHK technology applications. PNNL is currently lead-
ing an effort to identify, analyze, and predict environmental impacts from MHK en-
ergy production. After prioritizing risks, PNNL will conduct experiments and field
trials to investigate high priority environmental impacts to reduce uncertainty, and
to gain insight into the cumulative impacts of multiple stressors from devices and
arrays.

Question. Mr. Secretary, as you may know in January, as Chairman of the U.S.-
China Inter-Parliamentary Group, I led a Congressional Delegation trip to China.
Part of our charge was to focus on a variety of bilateral issues, including energy.
If our two nations are to aggressively deploy clean energy technologies, much needs
to be done to spur innovation across the energy sector to increase renewable energy
use as well as reduce greenhouse gas emissions from coal fired electricity plants.

I know that DOE is doing much to drive a green energy future, and recognize the
need to continue to invest in fossil energy programs. We know that current available
technology is too expensive. I am concerned that the fiscal year 2011 DOE budget
request seems to be missing programs that will drive the innovation we need now
for successful deployment in a decade.

Can you please comment on DOE’s intentions for developing a significant national
program that rapidly accelerates revolutionary approaches to carbon capture?

Answer. In the fiscal year 2011 budget request the Office of Fossil Energy (FE)
requested over $84 million for capture technology. This funding will support bench
and laboratory scale R&D for post combustion capture techniques such as solvents
and sorbents. Pre-combustion capture funding will support the development of novel
bench scale pre-combustion capture technology. In addition, the Advanced Research
Projects Agency—Energy (ARPA-E) is supporting CCS research and development of
next generation carbon capture technology with funds provided by the American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act. The Office of Science is supporting R&D into the de-
sign of novel materials and separation processes for post-combustion CO, capture,
as well as catalysis and separation research for novel carbon capture schemes that
might be incorporated into the design of future power plants. These three programs,
which closely coordinate, support the research and development necessary to reduce
the cost and energy penalty associated with carbon capture technologies.

Question. Also, can you please tell me what methods the Department is looking
alt j)n addition to carbon capture and sequestration, such as carbon capture and recy-
cle?

Answer. The American Reinvestment and Recovery Act allocated to the Depart-
ment $1.52 billion to support industrial carbon capture and storage (CCS) projects.
Of the $1.52 billion, $17.4 million was allocated for industrial CCS applications is
to test innovative concepts for the beneficial use of CO,. Historically, enhanced oil
recovery projects have been injecting CO, to stimulate the production of oil, and
that is expected to expand as CO, becomes more readily available. In addition, FE
has a solicitation, which closed April 20, 2010, targeting technologies that utilize
CO:, to produce products at a cost of less than $10 per metric ton.

Question. Mr. Secretary, can you give me an update on the implementation of the
U.S.-China Energy Research Centers? How are you implementing this program
within the various offices at DOE and are you engaging the national labs who are
also developing relationships with their Chinese counterparts?

Answer. On March 30, 2010, the Department released a funding opportunity an-
nouncement (FOA) with the availability of $37.5 million over the next 5 years to
support the U.S.-China Clean Energy Research Center (CERC). Funding from DOE
will focus on advancing technologies for building energy efficiency, clean coal includ-
ing carbon capture and storage (CCS), and clean vehicles. These are areas in which
the United States and China have a shared interest in further developing tech-
nology to help our countries meet clean energy and climate change goals. Awards
will be made to consortia with the knowledge and experience to undertake first-rate
collaborative research programs. These consortia will help bring together top talent
from both countries and are expected to generate key technological advancement
through genuine collaboration between U.S. and Chinese researchers. The DOE
funding will only go to American researchers and institutions, and grantees will
match the Department’s funding dollar for dollar, bringing the United States’ con-
tribution to $75 million. All proposed projects must involve researchers from both
countries. DOE anticipates notifying the applicants selected for awards and making
the awards in summer 2010.

The implementation of the U.S.-China Clean Energy Research Program will be
administered by the Office of Policy and International Affairs, through a CERC sec-
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retariat, to be established and housed at the DOE headquarters. The secretariat will
act as the principal coordinator of activities under the CERC. The Office of Fossil
Energy (on clean coal and CCS), and the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable
Energy (on building energy efficiency and clean vehicles) will have strong roles in
supporting the CERC activities, along with the support from DOE national labora-
t(iries. In addition, DOE national laboratories are also eligible to apply as prime ap-
plicants.

Question. I know you when you visited the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
last year that you toured the Electricity Infrastructure Operations Center (EIOC).
This center will be an important platform for advancing the smart grid and will be
utilized in the Pacific Northwest Smart Grid Demonstration that is funded by the
Recovery Act. What are DOE’s plans to follow up on that investment, and what
must DOE and the Federal Government do to ensure that the transition to the
smart grid is completed?

Answer. DOE research and development funds helped establish the EOIC, and we
expect it to continue to be a great asset in facilitating further research, as well as
in validating technologies, systems and processes that advance the concept of a
smart grid. Given its unique capabilities, we expect ongoing research, development
and demonstration funds will continue to support Pacific Northwest National Lab-
oratory, and the EOIC.

The transition to a smart grid is a process that will take years, and the role of
the Federal Government is to ensure that progress is prudent, efficient, and vali-
dated by solid research. The Federal Government can also work to advance the tran-
sition by testing the next generations of technical and policy solutions to improve
the electricity infrastructure, in collaboration with industry, academia, and our state
partners.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TOM HARKIN

Question. Dr. Chu, the Energy Policy Act of 2005 included the Renewable Fuel
Standard commonly referred to as RFS2. It requires use of 15.2 billion gallons of
biofuels in 2012, and 20.5 billion gallons in 2015. It is clear most of that fuel will
be in the form of ethanol. At the same time, we are facing a challenge with inte-
grating these increasing volumes of ethanol into out transportation fuels market.
Specifically, these volumes go beyond the “ethanol blend wall” meaning the amount
of ethanol that can be utilized in form of E10—fuel blends of 10 percent ethanol
in gasoline. Now that problem will be somewhat alleviated if EPA grants a waiver
that allows use of blends such as E15 in all highway vehicles, but what we really
need are more flex-fuel vehicles that can use higher blends and more refueling sta-
tions that offer higher blends through the use of blender pumps.

Your Clean Cities Program is increasing the use of alternative fuels, but your
budget for that program allocates over half of funding to support electric vehicles.

Given that electricity already is widely available while electric vehicles are still
pretty scarce, and that we have this ethanol market limitation, why aren’t you put-
ting the major emphasis on your clean cities program on availability and use of
higher ethanol blends?

To me, it’s very clear that ethanol offers by far the greatest potential for reducing
our dependence on petroleum for at least the next decade. Isn’t it in our national
energy security interest to make sure we can take full advantage of the petroleum
displacement potential that ethanol provides?

Answer. DOE has continued to demonstrate strong support for deployment of E85
blends with recent financial assistance awards. In 2009, Clean Cities awards were
announced that will help build an additional 198 E85 refueling locations during the
2010-2012 timeframe in more than 20 States through the Recovery Act and under
a separate set of Clean Cities infrastructure grants. In 2006, DOE Clean Cities
helped fund 169 E85 stations. Moreover, DOE Clean Cities continues to support the
more than 2,000 E85 stations in the United States by providing user-friendly web-
based station locators and mapping tools for convenient trip planning for flex-fuel
vehicle (FFV) drivers and owners. In addition, in fiscal years 2007-2010, the De-
partment funded a $45 million test program focused on intermediate blends of eth-
anol in gasoline for blends up to E20. This program, intended to provide high-qual-
ity data to the Environmental Protection Agency for use in considering current and
future ethanol blend waiver requests, covers materials compatibility, emissions,
long-term durability of exhaust emissions control systems, and operational issues for
E15 and E20 for new and legacy vehicles and non-road engines. The Department
is also evaluating the compatibility of new and legacy fueling infrastructure equip-
ment with intermediate blends; a portion of this infrastructure testing has been
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funded through the Clean Cities Program. In a separate but related effort, Clean
Cities has also engaged in studies of blender pumps and E85 fuel quality surveys.

For the fiscal year 2011 budget request, a portion of the Clean Cities budget is
focused on activities related to electric vehicles and the infrastructure needed to
support them. It is estimated that 15 to 20 new battery electric and 9 to 10 new
plug-in hybrid electric vehicle models will be introduced by 2012, and that a million
of these vehicles will be on the road by 2015 (which all need recharging stations).
In addition, communities where electric vehicles are being introduced will need
training for first responders, equipment installers and vehicle technicians. Clean
Cities funding proposed in the fiscal year 2011 budget request would support these
efforts and strengthen the participation of local coalitions.

While there is no question that high-level ethanol blends are important for U.S.
energy security, the combination of E85 flex fuel technology and electric drive offers
even greater potential. For example, General Motors has mentioned the possibility
of a Chevy Volt extended range electric vehicle that could be E85 flexible fuel capa-
ble after 2010. It is an understatement to say that the combination of a plug-in ve-
hicle that can also run on ethanol instead of petroleum will be an important event
for promoting petroleum reduction—a key mission of the Clean Cities program and
the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy.

Question. The Artificial Retina Program at DOE has been an incredible success
and was recently named a 2009 R&D 100 Award Winner. The real potential this
program has to restore sight to over 10 million blind people in the United States
could be a historical accomplishment for the DOE Science Program. The fiscal year
2011 budget includes only $4 million for this program, and it includes detrimental
language to terminate the program at DOE at the completion of the 240 electrode
device, rather than the 1000 electrode device, which was the original intention of
the program. While NIH has been a partner with DOE in doing the clinical trials,
they simply cannot pick up the program now and develop the 1000 electrode device.
With over $70 million already invested in this program at DOE, I think it would
be a gross mistake to prematurely end this program when it is so close to developing
a technology that would help so many people. Given that this program has met
every benchmark thus far, and DOE has already made a substantial investment in
the program, why is DOE terminating the successful Artificial Retina Program
when the final goal of the 1000 electrode device is so close to being achieved?

Answer. The original intention of this interagency program was to develop robust
partnerships synergistically linking the strengths of the national laboratory, aca-
demic, and industrial researchers through proof of concept demonstration and engi-
neering of a retinal prosthetic device. DOE supports fundamental research and tech-
nology development to advance DOE missions in energy, climate, and the environ-
ment, and is working to transition this successful project to other agencies with
more direct mission responsibility for clinical research. The current 60 electrode de-
vice is in the midst of clinical trials, and early clinical trial results have allowed
researchers to improve the design and fabrication of the 240 electrode device. Syn-
thesis of the individual components of the 240 electrode device is expected to be
complete at the end of fiscal year 2010. The $4 million in the fiscal year 2011 budget
is designated to facilitate an orderly transition of the device through pre-clinical
testing and complete additional technology research required to bring the device to
readiness for clinical trials led by partnering organizations. Increasing the number
of electrodes does not guarantee improved clinical performance. The benefits of the
240 electrode Artificial Retina device will not be assessed until it enters formal clin-
ical trials and statistically significant patient results are demonstrated. Since the
early clinical testing results are just emerging for the Argus II 60 electrode device,
the results from the 240 electrode device testing will be critically important to de-
sign any further device improvements and to determine whether those improve-
ments should be specifically focused upon higher electrode density or improved neu-
ral and visual processing software development. Through implementing device im-
provements informed by clinical trial testing of the 240 electrode device, the goal
of improving visual acuity to many people can be best realized.

DOE has contributed to the success of the Artificial Retina Project through its
contributions in materials sciences and microfabrication of components, and it is im-
portant to transition the work to organizations that have a more direct role in the
clinical testing and development and application.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT F. BENNETT

Question. Approximately $2.5 billion (7 percent) of the $36.7 billion appropriated
in the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act, enacted over a year ago, has been
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spent. While around $25 billion has been obligated, it’s the funds that have been
“costed” that mean jobs and results.

Why is the pace so slow getting these funds out?

Answer. As enacted, the Recovery Act’s estimated cost of $787 billion came in
three pieces: roughly a third in tax cuts directly to the American people, another
third in emergency relief for hard-hit families, businesses, and State governments,
and a third in investments in the infrastructure and technology, creating platforms
for economic growth. The Department of Energy’s Recovery program focuses on the
third leg, accelerating innovation to lay the foundation for long-term economic
growth.

From the first day after the Recovery Act was signed into law, DOE has been fo-
cused on moving the money out the door quickly to create jobs and spur economic
recovery. We have used competitive processes to select exceptional projects. We have
streamlined DOE operating processes across the board. We are providing unprece-
dented transparency and insist on clear accountability every day.

DOE has £36.7 billion in appropriations, including $32.7 billion in contract and
grant authority and $4 billion in loan credit subsidy authority. We have made selec-
tions for over $32 billion (98 percent) of our contract and grant authority. In total,
we have obligated $29.4 billion (90 percent) and outlaid over $5.1 billion (16 per-
cent). Environmental Management has paid out $2.3 billion in outlays and weather-
ization has now outlaid over $1 billion. Working with Treasury, we have also sup-
ported the processing of $7 billion in additional tax awards: $4.7 billion in 1603
grants in-lieu of tax credits and $2.3 billion in 48c tax credits.

We will be finalizing our remaining selections in the next 3 months with the ex-
ception of loan guarantees. DOE will finalize selection of section 1705 loan guaran-
tees by September 30, 2011.

We have obligated $29.4 billion (90 percent of contract and grant authority). We
are on track to obligate nearly 100 percent of our contract and grant authority by
September 30. Since the March 10 resolution of the Smart Grid Investment Grant
tax issues, OE has fully obligated all 100 Smart Grid Investment Grant projects and
most of the Smart Grid Demonstration Grant projects. We sent nearly 20 HQ staff
to the field to help in the negotiation process of the Retro-fit Ramp-Up awards. In
just 5 weeks, they fully obligated all 25 awards ($450 million). For all new selec-
tions, programs are using SWAT teams to ensure expeditious obligation. No major
delays are expected. Fossil Energy and Loans will be the last to obligate.

We have outlaid over $5.1 billion (16 percent of our contract and grant authority).
We outlaid nearly $700 million in May and are on our way to $750 million in June.
In addition to the various renewable energy research, development and deployment
programs, three of the department’s largest Recovery Act programs the Environ-
mental Management Program and the Weatherization Assistance Program, and the
Science Program are all at run rate. In the last 2 months, the vehicles program has
ramped up operations and surpassed its May target by nearly $18.5 million. Over
the last 3 months, we have seen an average payment growth rate of 18 percent
month-to-month. We outlaid $472 million in March and $569 million in April. We
expect to hit reach our optimal monthly spend rate of $800 million to $1 billion this
quarter.

In the first quarter of 2010, Department of Energy created and saved nearly
29,000 direct FTEs jobs at the prime and sub-recipient level. DOE has seen an aver-
age 50 percent quarter-to-quarter increase in recipient reported jobs. Recovery Act
investments in the Office of Weatherization and Intergovernmental Program
(OWIP) and Environmental Management program have seen the largest job cre-
ation. Going forward, DOE expects significant job creation from Recovery Act renew-
able energy and smart grid projects.

Question. When do you expect to have the full amount actually spent—not just
obligated?

Answer. DOE Recovery Act appropriations are funding 144 projects, aside from
loan guarantees, in 10 different program offices (e.g., Energy Efficiency, Fossil En-
ergy, Science, etc.). Each of these projects has a unique structure and statutory time
horizon for the deployment of these funds (i.e., R&D vs. infrastructure investment).
For example, DOE’s Office of Environmental Management has allocated nearly $6
billion in Recovery Act funding to 17 sites with a goal to complete their work by
the end of fiscal year 2011. Large scale, heavy infrastructure projects in the Fossil
Energy program require extensive design and construction stages that will take
their Recovery Act spending out until fiscal year 2014. As an agency, DOE expects
to spend 70 percent of its ARRA funds by the end of CY2011, nearly 90 percent by
CY2012, and 100 percent by CY2015.
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Question. Why are there still unresolved tax issues for smart grid grantees, more
than a year after enactment of the bill, and what is the Department doing to ad-
dress them?

Answer. The tax issue has been resolved for the Smart Grid Investment Grant
program, and finalization of the grants is well underway. On March 10, 2010, the
Internal Revenue Service announced a determination on the tax treatment for
grantees receiving Recovery Act funding under the $3.4 billion Smart Grid Invest-
ment Grant program. Under the revenue procedure, the Internal Revenue Service
is providing a safe harbor under section 118(a) of the Internal Revenue Code (IRC)
for corporations receiving funding under the Smart Grid Investment Grant program.
With the determination that Smart Grid Investment Grants to corporations are non-
taxable, corporate utilities will be able to launch their investments with a clear indi-
cation of the tax status for their projects.

The Internal Revenue Service revenue procedure specifically did not apply to
Smart Grid Demonstration grants because the programs, which are authorized by
different statutory provisions, differ in several ways that may affect whether DOE’s
financial assistance can qualify as permanent contributions to capital under section
118(a). As a result, grantees under the different programs will require separate ex-
planations for how the tax code applies. There are also fewer corporate recipients
of Smart Grid Demonstration grants than of the Smart Grid Investment Grants.
DOE has asked recipients of Smart Grid Demonstration grants to identify whether
such tax treatment 1s applicable and necessary for the success of their projects and
will consider recipients’ responses in determining a path forward. Regardless, each
recipient is free to pursue use of section 118 on its own, as well as any other tax
treatment it believes is applicable.

Question. Approximately $6 billion was provided for the Environmental Manage-
ment (EM) program in the Recovery Act. A number of the sites are not currently
on track to meet cost and schedule estimates. Why is this the case, and what steps
is EM taking to address these issues?

Answer. The Recovery Act requires all funding to be obligated by the end of fiscal
year 2010, and spent within 5 years of obligation. The Office of Environmental Man-
agement (EM) established a very aggressive goal of spending the majority of the
money by the end of fiscal year 2011 in order to maximize the creation of jobs. The
EM Recovery Act program has obligated more than $5.4 million of the $6 billion of
Recovery Act funding, and more than $2.3 billion has been paid out. Approximately
10 percent of the 91 EM Recovery Act projects are now scheduled to extend into fis-
cal year 2012. In regard to project performance, a recent GAO report identifies that
a number of the Recovery Act projects are not currently meeting their original cost
and schedule goals. Examples of these project variances include: greater than ini-
tially planned volumes of contaminated soils, resulting in higher costs for excavation
and disposal; delays due to changes in initial waste type characterization assump-
tions; and contract issues causing delays in work start date.

EM Senior Management continues to be fully engaged with all the Recovery Act
projects on a regular basis, including monthly project reviews with each of the sites.
EM Management also requires each project with less than satisfactory performance
to develop a recovery plan that fully defines the issues and contains the corrective
actions necessary to bring the projects back on-track and within cost and schedule.
At this time it appears that all of the projects are recoverable and will meet Recov-
ery Act performance objectives.

Question. The President recently named a prestigious group of individuals to form
a Blue Ribbon Commission on Nuclear Waste. The chairmen are Lee Hamilton and
General Brent Scowcroft. The Commission is expected to make recommendations
within 18-24 months.

What should we expect from the Blue Ribbon Commission?

Answer. In my comments at the first open meeting of the Blue Ribbon Commis-
sion on America’s Nuclear Future (the Commission) on March 25, 2010, I set forth
several of my expectations for the Commission, which include a comprehensive re-
view of the science, technology and other factors that influence the back-end of the
fuel cycle. In addition, the Commission’s charter specifies that this comprehensive
review includes an evaluation of alternatives for storage, processing, and disposal
of civilian and defense used nuclear fuel, high-level waste, and materials derived
from nuclear activities, to be followed by advice and recommendations on a new plan
to address these issues. I am confident the Commission will render useful advice
and recommendations and fulfill its mission and responsibilities under its charter.

Question. How aggressive will the administration be in pursuing a permanent so-
lution to the back end of the nuclear fuel cycle?

Answer. The establishment of the Commission speaks to the administration’s com-
mitment to a well-considered policy for managing used nuclear fuel and other as-
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pects of the back end of the nuclear fuel cycle. The administration, armed with the
final report from the Commission, is committed to working with Congress, States,
and local governments to develop an effective strategy to meet the Government’s ob-
ligation to dispose of our Nation’s used nuclear material.

Question. What impact has the proposed closure of Yucca Mountain had on the
clean-up plans, as far as the existing tripartite agreements and their associated
milestones, for high level waste at Hanford, Idaho National Laboratory, and Savan-
nah River?

Answer. The administration’s decision not to proceed with the Yucca Mountain re-
pository does not affect the Office of Environmental Management’s (EM) plans to
retrieve, treat, and store high-level wastes stored in tanks or to treat and store
spent nuclear fuel. EM is focused on addressing environmental and health risks by
placing high-level waste and spent nuclear fuel in safe and stable configurations.
We intend to continue our tank waste projects as planned and in accordance with
our compliance agreements as reflected in the fiscal year 2011 budget request.

Question. How will the administration pay for the awards such as the one recently
announced for Energy Northwest?

Answer. All funding for settlements and damages awarded utilities in the ongoing
litigation between the Government and the utilities for the Department’s delay in
accepting spent nuclear fuel from utilities by 1998 under the contracts is provided
by the Judgment Fund in the U.S. Treasury.

Question. Regardless of what path we pursue in the future, some type of geologic
repository will be needed for radioactive material stored at Hanford. The extensive
scientific record that has been developed for Yucca Mountain would be extremely
useful toward informing and providing lessons learned for any future repository pro-
gram. What steps are you taking to ensure that this record will remain available
for this purpose?

Answer. The Department is committed to preserving the scientific knowledge cre-
ated through the Yucca Mountain Project. Records generated by the Office of Civil-
ian Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM) are managed and archived in accord-
ance with the requirements of the Federal Records Act and related regulations.
Paper and electronic media records that have been archived are stored at several
National Archives and Records Administration Federal Records Centers (FRC)
under FRC regulations, as well as in a DOE-leased facility in Las Vegas. In addition
to records on paper and electronic media, images of records are electronically main-
tained in our Records Information System and DOE’s documentary material rel-
evant to the Yucca Mountain licensing proceeding is electronically available on the
Licensing Support Network.

Question. Why did the administration move to withdraw the licensing application
before NRC with prejudice rather than without prejudice?

Answer. As explained in its Motion to NRC’s Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
to Withdraw the pending license application with prejudice, the Department seeks
this form of dismissal to provide finality in ending the Yucca Mountain project and
to enable the Blue Ribbon Commission to focus on alternative methods of meeting
the Federal Government’s obligation to take high-level waste and spent nuclear fuel.

Question. DOE’s loan guarantee program was authorized in 2005. Since that time
only one final commitment has been made and five conditional commitments. Appli-
cants have complained about the lack of transparency, the unwieldy application
process (which differs depending on the sector), and DOE’s complete risk-adversity
(risk is impossible to avoid for small companies launching new technologies). DOE
has identified multiple goals for the Loan Guarantee program—promoting innova-
tion in the energy sector, helping to develop the capacity to confront the challenges
that climate change poses, jumpstarting the construction of new nuclear reactors,
ensuring the affordability of energy, and bolstering the competitiveness of the
United States in global energy markets.

How is DOE prioritizing these ambitious goals and, as a practical matter, using
them to select which projects to support?

Answer. Since issuing its first conditional commitment in March 2009, as of April
1, 2010, the Loan Guarantee Program has closed one loan guarantee and issued con-
ditional commitments for seven additional projects. Projects supported by the Loan
Guarantee Program reach conditional commitment and ultimately financial close
based on each individual project’s ability to fulfill the requirement outlined in the
Energy Policy Act of 2005, its Final Rule and the relevant solicitation.

Question. DOE had planned to make a minimum of 21 conditional commitments
for projects supported under the Recovery Act by the end of 2009. Instead, the De-
partment made a total of 4 conditional commitments. While the Department has
made a few additional conditional commitments since then, DOE is still far short
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of its target. What explains the program’s difficulty in adhering to its plan? What
steps are being taken to address the sources of delay?

Answer. The Loan Guarantee program had substantial achievements in 2009
issuing four conditional loan guarantee commitments, one of which reached finan-
cial closing and issuance of the loan guarantee in September. The Program Specific
Recovery Plan was based on best estimates at the time, developed very early in the
planning process

Question. What steps are being taken to ensure that the program will issue
enough loan guarantees to use the funding authority provided under the Recovery
Act before September 30, 2011, when funding authority expires?

Answer. The Loan Guarantee Program has a robust pipeline of projects eligible
for both appropriated credit subsidy under the Recovery Act and able to meet the
Recovery Act requirement to begin construction by September 30, 2011. In addition,
the Loan Guarantee Program has two open solicitations and continues to receive ap-
plications from eligible projects.

Question. I understand the application review process differs by the type of tech-
nology. Applicants with nuclear power generation projects received a ranking from
DOE before submitting the full application fee, while applicants with coal-based and
other types of projects did not. Applicants with some types of technologies were al-
lowed to brief DOE and explain their projects after submitting their applications
while others were not, potentially denying them the opportunity to clear up mis-
undelzlstgndings about their projects. Why are applicants treated differently in these
regards?

Answer. DOE strives to treat all applicants on an equitable basis. DOE under-
stands that communication with applicants is critical as they seek to make business
decisions. While the ultimate decision to issue a loan guarantee rests with the De-
partment, DOE endeavors to provide early and thorough feedback to help all appli-
cants make informed decisions regarding their application.

Question. Given how substantial the credit subsidy fees can be for applicants—
an average of about 12 percent of the loan guarantee amount, and potentially more
for some applicants—when in the application process are you giving applicants esti-
mates? How long have they waited and how much money have they generally spent
before receiving these estimates? How precise are these estimates?

Answer. Self-pay applicants can receive an estimated Credit Subsidy Cost, given
as a range, early in the loan guarantee process. The Department has developed a
process to provide estimates to applicants at key points in the application process.
The intent of this process is to provide applicants with estimates of the likely cost
so that they can use them for planning purposes. DOE produces early range esti-
mates for self pay applicants under 1703.

The length of the due diligence process depends on the completeness, robustness
and simplicity of the project. During this period, companies pay all associated legal
and contractor fees, which are comparable to costs assumed for equivalent work in
the private sector, and vary widely across technology sectors.

Question. About 90 percent of DOE’s budget (over $22 billion annually) is spent
on contracts. DOE is the largest contracting agency in the Government after the De-
partment of Defense. In 1990, GAO designated DOE contract administration and
project management as “high risk” because of DOE’s record of inadequate manage-
ment and oversight of contractors, and failures to hold contractors accountable. The
National Nuclear Security Administration and Environmental Management pro-
gram, which account for the majority of DOE’s contract budget, continue to experi-
ence significant problems.

DOE over the past several years has issued new guidance on performance-based
contracting, including how to develop performance measures and incentives to moti-
vate contractors to achieve results. What additional actions can the department take
to hold its contractors accountable for meeting cost, schedule, and technical perform-
ance targets on projects?

Answer. In addition to performance measures set forth in individual contracts, the
Department has undertaken a Root Cause Analysis (RCA) and is implementing fun-
damental systemic reforms that are being implemented under its Corrective Action
Plan (CAP) to improve contract and project management. In addition to the long
term improvement in the ability of the Department to meet its commitments on
projects and contracts that are expected as a result of the RCA/CAP implementa-
tion, the Department is beginning to realize benefits as measured by the percentage
of the total project cost (established at Critical Decision-2) that meet the perform-
ance metrics for capital asset projects and environmental cleanup projects. For cap-
ital asset line item projects, the percentage of projects that are within 110 percent
of the Critical Decision-2 Total Project Cost has improved from the baseline level
in 2007 of 70 percent to the current projected level of 100 percent. A similar trend
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is noted for Environmental Management cleanup projects. For those projects
baselined after the 2007 CAP, the projected percentage within 110 percent of the
Critical Decision-2 Total Project Cost is 100 percent. While there are continuing
challenges on the older projects, those that were baselined after 2007 exhibit greater
schedule and cost discipline and are testimony to the continued improvements in
major acquisition management within the Department. Specific activities under-
‘.cakler:1 as part of the RCA/CAP that will promote greater contractor accountability
include:

—Improved project front-end planning and requirements definition by the Govern-
ment will permit large projects to be segmented into smaller, better defined re-
quirements that will support a shift to awarding more firm-fixed-price contracts.
This reflects a shift of cost and performance risk to the contractor and is in
alignment with President Obama’s March 4, 2009, memo on Government Con-
tracting.

—A new algorithm will be used by Federal project directors to analyze functional
staffing requirements to ensure that major projects have adequate staffs to per-
form contract and project oversight.

—Additional training of Federal contract and project management workforce will
ensure that the Government has the skill sets to perform the necessary project
and contract oversight function.

—Better integration of the Government contract and project management func-
tions in the acquisition planning process will ensure that contractor account-
ability is built into the contract terms and that conditions and enforcement
mechanisms are in place.

—A new Project Assessment and Reporting System (PARS-II) will upload con-
tractor schedule, cost, and performance data from the contractors systems into
the Government system to provide consistent, transparent, and reliable data to
all levels of DOE management.

—Expanded use of project peer reviews modeled on those in the Office of Science,
which has successfully and consistently delivered projects on budget and sched-
ule, is expected to improve overall project execution.

—Rigorous change control processes are in place and will mitigate cost growth on
contracts and projects.

—Knowledge management will be improved by piloting a Project Management les-
sons learned program (ProjNet and the DOE Corporate Lessons Learned sys-
tem) to collect and disseminate information and knowledge from past projects.

Question. Please describe how you systematically reward best performers, and use
disincentives for poor performers?

Answer. DOE uses a variety of mechanisms to reward high quality performance
and to hold contractors accountable for poor performance. Specific tools used are: ef-
fective use of past performance information; targeting award and other incentive
fees to areas of concern; not using base fee on cost-plus-award-fee contracts; and
paying no fee if contractors do not meet minimum levels of safety and security.

DOE recognizes contractors that deliver quality service by giving them past per-
formance credit for good performance when making selections for future contracts.
Past performance is a meaningful source selection factor in the award of negotiated
acquisitions. DOE ensures its past performance information, which is reported elec-
tronically through its Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System to the
Past Performance Information Retrieval System, is accurate by its systems of inter-
nal procedures and control. These controls include DOE’s Procurement Management
Review, Balanced Scorecard Self Assessment, and Data Quality Review programs.

DOE considers a cost-plus-award-fee contract the appropriate contract type for
DOE management and operating and other facility contracts. DOE does not gen-
erally use base fee on these contracts. All at-risk fee is dependent upon perform-
ance. DOE includes a conditional payment of fee clause in its management and op-
erating and other facility contracts that reduces or entirely eliminates any fee the
contractor would otherwise earn if the contractor has not met the safety and secu-
rity requirements of the Department. This recoupment provision is an exceptionally
strong incentive for contractors to perform critical functions well.

Question. How do you apply “lessons learned” across all contracts throughout all
programs?

Answer. DOE has a robust program of continual guidance dissemination through-
out the Department. Guidance is released through Policy Flashes, Acquisition Let-
ters, new and updated Acquisition Guide Chapters, and Memorandums from the
Senior Procurement Executive. This program includes sharing of lessons learned
from recent procurements, from internal reviews, and from reviews conducted by
outside groups such as the Department’s Inspector General and the Government Ac-
countability Office. Internal reviews include the Procurement Management Review
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that documents finding and best practices within a knowledge management tool—
a Web site that supports sharing of the lessons learned and best practices in the
areas of acquisition, financial assistance, contractor pension/benefit management
and property management.

In fiscal year 2008, the Department implemented a robust, comprehensive Pro-
curement Management Review (PMR) Program. This program determines how effec-
tively and efficiently the field area and site contracting organizations support their
respective site mission requirements. It emphasizes the evaluation and compliance
of critical contracting processes that are key. In addition, the program identifies
noteworthy practices for export throughout the Department as well as deficiencies
and obstacles to avoid. This knowledge management component of the program is
facilitated by a headquarters core review team augmented by experienced field con-
tracting personnel. Integration of experienced field staff with senior-level head-
quarters staff facilitates the transfusion of knowledge and experience among and be-
tween DOFE’s contracting activities via the sharing of lessons learned and best prac-
tices. The team incorporates peer reviews from other DOE procurement/financial as-
sistance locations and helps spread practices throughout the Department.

Additionally, DOE created a position titled “Source Evaluation Board (SEB) Secre-
tariat and Knowledge Manager (SKM)” specifically tasked with ensuring that les-
sons learned are recorded and shared across the Department. The SKM developed
a “SEB lessons learned” template and all SEBs whose acquisition value exceeds $25
million must document their lessons learned, which will be shared with all DOE
procurement personnel. The lessons learned will be analyzed for trends, and areas
where additional guidance, and/or policy may be needed. The SKM is also respon-
sible for source selection training for SEBs, and the establishment of SEB reporting
requirements and tracking the status of SEB activities against established mile-
stones. A monthly SEB reporting requirement has been put in place, and both les-
sons llearned and trends will be identified and shared with DOE procurement per-
sonnel.

Question. Last year we were told the Department faced a major crisis with fund-
ing for its contractor pension programs. I understand you have changed the way you
are budgeting for pensions and the problem is less of a crisis.

Could you please explain in detail the changes in budgeting you have or intended
to implement?

Answer. Due to the rising costs for the reimbursement of DOE Management and
Operating (M&O) and major site management contractor employee defined benefit
(DB) pension plan contributions, the Department has improved and strengthened its
management and oversight of DB pension plans.

Specifically, in January the Department eliminated the requirement that every
contractor employee DB pension plan be funded—and thus annual contributions
budgeted—at the 80 percent level. The new reimbursement action requires the De-
partment to reimburse contractors for the amounts required to fund their DB pen-
sion plans at a level equivalent to the minimum amount required by the Employ-
ment Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) as amended by the Pension Protec-
tion Act (PPA), or higher if necessary for a contractor DB pension plan to have a
funded status of at least 60 percent. Exceptions to the new reimbursement action
will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. Additionally, the Department has institu-
tionalized an annual pension management plan review process with the specific ob-
jective of improving cost predictability and containing current and future costs. Each
contractor is required to provide annual DB pension plan data and information to
DOE for review in January of each year, so that DOE and the contractor can engage
in fact-finding and discussions concerning the contractor’s management approach
and plans for its employee pension plans prior to the contractor’s actuarial certifi-
cation of the DB plan as required under the PPA. In an effort to improve planning
and budgeting accuracy, contractor representatives also will discuss with DOE per-
sonnel, among other things, assumption elections, usage of credit balances, invest-
ment performance, and future year contribution estimates. Although actual con-
tributions required by a contractor to fund a DB pension plan cannot be known
prior to the start of the fiscal year, the Department has acquired modeling capabili-
ties to estimate funding requirements and will work closely with the contractors to
include accurate contribution estimates in future budget requests.

Question. What is the fiscal year 2010 pension liability and how does that com-
pare to what the Department budgeted for that fiscal year? How will that change
in fiscal year 20117

Answer. Based on the information provided by the contractors during the annual
pension management plan review, the Department anticipates fiscal year 2010 con-
tributions by contractors to their DB pension plans of approximately $650 million.
Although contractor contributions are an indirect cost allocated in accordance with
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the Cost Accounting Standards and are not broken out as line items in the fiscal
year 2010 budget request, these contributions are covered by the fiscal year 2010
budget.

For fiscal year 2011, the Department currently estimates these contributions will
be approximately $1 billion, which is reflected in its fiscal year 2011 budget request.
Actual contributions may change, as they are highly sensitive to underlying data,
methods, assumptions, and capital market performance.

Question. What are the impacts of higher pension liability on the amount of work
performed by the contractors?

Answer. The Department anticipates that contractor DB pension costs will con-
tinue to rise for the foreseeable future, some of which can be attributed to the cur-
rent reimbursement action The Department’s recent efforts to improve and strength-
en its management and oversight of the contractor’s management of its DB pension
plan costs were motivated by the need for greater predictability and better control
over costs, as well as to ensure that contractor DB pension costs do not impact per-
formance of mission work. As a result of the Department’s revised DB pension cost
reimbursement action, as well as improved market factors and improved trans-
parency, the Department anticipates that additional resources may in fact become
available in fiscal year 2010 and fiscal year 2011 for performance of mission activi-
ties. However, as the additional resources that may become available to DOE in the
short-term in fiscal year 2010 and fiscal year 2011 is due to the current reimburse-
ment action, in the long term, it may come at the expense of the need for additional
reimbursements in the future.

That said, the Department anticipates facing rising contractor DB pension costs
(due in part to the change in reimbursement action, and to the ever-increasing over-
all contractor employee compensation and benefits structure which includes pension
benefits) for the foreseeable future and will continue to work closely with the con-
tractor community to minimize any impact on mission work.

Question. How does the Department propose to resolve this situation?

Answer. The Department will continue to use the annual pension plan review
process to assess this situation and will continue to engage with the contractors to
mitigate any impacts, while continuing to meet contractual and statutory obliga-
tions to reimburse the costs of the contractor’s DB pension plan.

Question. As one of the largest research agencies in the Federal Government,
DOE spends billions of dollars each year on publicly funded research.

How is DOE using its labs to develop technologies to address the complex task
of cleaning up decades of accumulated nuclear and hazardous wastes? Please pro-
vide some examples.

Answer. The Office of Environmental Management (EM) directs the national lab-
oratories, particularly those with close ties to EM sites such as the Savannah River
National Laboratory (SRNL), the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL),
and the Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) to develop environmental cleanup
technologies. The focus of our technology needs is primarily on Tank Waste. The
reason EM is tasking the labs to do this is because we need transformational tech-
nologies to vastly reduce the life cycle cost and schedule of the tank waste system.
Examples of technologies under development at the national laboratories include ad-
vanced glass formulations for increased radioactive waste loadings, an advanced
cold crucible induction melter, and advanced chemical cleaning technologies for ra-
dioactive waste tanks.

Question. To what extent are DOE sites using similar cleanup technologies, when
possible, to help reduce development costs and increase cleanup efficiency?

Answer. The Technology Development and Deployment program seeks, wherever
possible, to develop technologies that can be used at multiple sites. Current projects
with multiple site application include:

—A¢t-Tank | Near Tank Processing.—Use of at- or near-tank equipment will allow
solids and radionuclides to be removed, accelerating processing rates and allow-
ing early operations at both Hanford and Savannah River Site (SRS).

—Glass Optimization.—Improved glass formulations applicable to the Hanford
WTP and the SRS DWPF will allow a higher waste loading and reduced life
cycle costs.

—Alternative Treatment/Disposal Processes.—A Fluidized Bed Steam Reforming
(FBSR) technology is being developed that could be applied to waste streams
at both Hanford and SRS.

—Mixing / Blending Systems Optimization.—The use of lab and pilot scale data to
verify and calibrate Computational Fluid Dynamic (CFD) or other types of nu-
merical models will be used to improve the modeling of Hanford and SRS tank
waste mixing and processing.



74

—Integrated Systems Analysis—To analyze alternatives to current radioactive
tank waste disposal technologies, EM has developed a limited life-cycle model
applicable to both the Hanford and SRS tank wastes. The next steps will be for
site-specific process characteristics from current systems plans to be loaded into
the model and validation runs to be completed.

Question. Why are three sites with tank waste—Savannah River, Hanford, and

Idaho Falls—all using different technologies to treat their tank waste?

Answer. The three sites do use different technologies due to the composition of
the radioactive tank waste. Hanford produced large volumes of about 20 different
types of waste. SRS, built a decade after Hanford, produced two main types of waste
using the plutonium-uranium extraction (PUREX) process and the H-modified
PUREX process.

Another factor contributing to the use of different technologies are the waste
tanks themselves. The Hanford and SRS tanks are constructed of carbon steel and
cannot contain acid. Therefore the wastes were neutralized with caustic to produce
an alkaline waste. The Idaho tanks were constructed with stainless steel and there-
fore the wastes were not neutralized with caustic. As the Idaho radioactive wastes
were acidic, a different disposition approach, calcination, was appropriate.

Question. Aside from the Recovery Act, the Department has unobligated balances
in excess of $1 billion. What is DOE’s policy regarding maintaining carryover bal-
ances? What is the rationale for such large unobligated balances? To what extent
can these balances be used to offset the fiscal year 2011 budget request? Why
should the subcommittee not require that all salaries and expenses appropriations
be single-year, as they are in most other agencies?

Answer. It is my intention to use departmental resources wisely. A key component
of this effort is to use funds as intended by Congress and in as efficient and timely
a manner as possible.

Given the importance of minimizing unobligated balances, progress toward fully
obligating each account is one of the key metrics evaluated during quarterly execu-
tion reviews. There are some instances where it is not prudent to obligate fully and
therefore, establishing a blanket goal across the Department is unwise. Some exam-
ples of appropriate delays in obligations include: late passage of or anticipated delay
in enacting annual appropriations; complex or specialized efforts for which it is dif-
ficult to find contractors; and programs that accumulate balances over several years
before obligating—the Clean Coal Power Initiative, for example.

When there are excess balances the Department’s Chief Financial Officer and the
programs work to address any impediments to carrying out approved activities.
Where impediments to carrying out activities are identified, mitigation efforts are
put in place. Where these are unsuccessful, or where the funds are no longer need-
ed, unobligated balances may be identified as sources to pay for new activities.
When this is possible, we propose this to Congress.

In general, the Department has a good record of obligating funds. Over the last
5 years, the Department has obligated an average of 95 percent of available funding
by the end of each year. The small amount of unobligated balances is useful to help
manage activities during Continuing Resolutions. I am confident the Department
does not abuse the no-year availability of this funding and urge you to leave it no-
year money.

Question. With the NP2010 ending this year, you have reorganized the Nuclear
Energy budget.

How would you characterize the changes you have made in the Office of Nuclear
Energy in terms of projects that focus on applied science versus those that focus on
basic science?

Answer. The research budget of the Office of Nuclear Energy (NE) is directed to-
ward attaining breakthroughs that would specifically support the advancement of
nuclear power technologies, which we generally consider applied research. However,
NE is also engaged with other offices, such as the Office of Science, in coordinating
research that is at a more basic level. For example, NE is funding materials re-
search, where the results could be used by the nuclear industry for future fuel cycle
facilities, but also potentially by multiple industries.

Question. What would you highlight in the Office of Nuclear Energy as your most
important programs? How important is sustaining the current fleet of reactors, po-
tentie;lly for operation beyond 60 years, in terms of reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions?

Answer. NE has established a broad research portfolio to support nuclear power
in multiple ways. All of the programs are important to nuclear energy’s future,
though certainly different programs are more important with respect to specific ob-
jectives: extending the lifetime of the current fleet, enabling new builds, developing
a sustainable fuel cycle, etc. Safely continuing operation of the current fleet of reac-
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tors, potentially beyond 60 years, helps avoid greenhouse gas emissions and as such
would have an effect on the Nation’s carbon emissions profile.

Question. What is DOE doing to research the potential to keep these plants on
the grid? Are you aware of any Energy Information Agency forecasting that include
the current 104 reactors on grid through 2040?

Answer. The Light Water Reactor Sustainability program is conducting research
to investigate the possibility of extending the operating lifetime of current plants
beyond 60 years. The program plans to look at a variety of issues, including mate-
rials aging and degradation, safety margin characterization, efficiency improve-
ments, instrumentation and controls, and advanced fuels for light water reactors.
The long-term EIA projections go out to 2035, so we are not aware of any forecasting
that includes the current 104 reactors remaining on grid through 2040.

Question. For the first time, DOE is proposing to work cooperatively with industry
on small modular reactors. These are reactors that can be built in U.S. factories and
shipped to plant sites. Can you explain why the Department is proposing this pro-
gram at this time?

Answer. DOE has engaged in discussion with small modular reactor (SMR) ven-
dors, utilities, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Department of Defense,
and other possible end-users of SMR energy. Through these discussions, we became
convinced that there is potential in the small modular reactor concept. We will hold
a workshop to gain further information about potential technical needs and industry
challenges and from there the administration evaluate potential priorities in the
context of the appropriate Federal role to identify the most cost effective, efficient,
and appropriate mechanisms to support further development.

Question. The budget increases the Fuel Cycle Research and Development Ac-
count by $65 million. Could you please tell the Committee what activities you are
planning for 20117

Answer. The Fuel Cycle Research and Development program is continuing the
shift begun in fiscal year 2010 from a near-term technology development and de-
ployment program to a long-term, results-oriented, science-based R&D program. We
intend to expand the scope of the program in two areas in fiscal year 2011, which
accounts for the increased funding request: (1) Used Nuclear Fuel Disposition R&D
and (2) Modified Open Cycle R&D.

The Used Nuclear Fuel Disposition R&D technical area is being increased from
$9 million to $45 million to continue and expand R&D related to storage, transpor-
tation, and disposal options for used nuclear fuel and high-level waste. Much of the
work in these areas was previously within the scope of the Office of Civilian Radio-
active Waste Management. In addition, as necessary, these funds will also be used
to respond to technical inquiries from the Blue Ribbon Commission.

The Modified Open Cycle R&D program has been established as a new technical
area in the program in fiscal year 2011. It is important to examine the full range
of fuel cycle strategies in order to provide future decisionmakers with adequate in-
formation to make decisions on how best to manage used nuclear fuel. The modified
open fuel cycle has not been studied as thoroughly as the once-through fuel cycle
and full recycle fuel cycle options. The modified open fuel cycle is a strategy that
is “modified” in that some limited separations and fuel processing technologies are
applied to the used light water reactor fuel to create fuels that enable the extraction
of potentially much more energy from the same mass of material and accomplish
waste management and nonproliferation goals. There are many technical challenges
and unanswered questions associated with this option. The program will investigate
priority issues related to fuel forms, reactors, and fuel/waste management ap-
proaches.

Question. Could you please describe how you fund, monitor, and enforce compli-
ance issues within the Energy Star Program?

Answer. For fiscal year 2010, EERE is using American Reinvestment and Recov-
ery Act (Recovery Act) funds for verification testing of ENERGY STAR® products
in support of the Recovery Act-funded Appliance Rebate Program (SEEARP). If mod-
els fail to meet ENERGY STAR® program requirements, States are being notified
and, at their discretion, can remove those models from their rebate eligibility lists.
Also, if a model does not meet requirements, EERE notifies the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency who will take ENERGY STAR® enforcement action with the manu-
facturer and, in most cases, would disqualify the product from the program’s quali-
fied product list. In the event testing shows the product also does not meet min-
imum energy efficiency standards, the Department of Energy will begin enforcement
actions to insure the product is not sold illegally in the market. The 2009 MOU was
written with the intent EPA will handle matters pertaining to ENERGY STAR® en-
forcement while DOE would continue to handle any minimum standards violations.
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In fiscal year 2011, the Department will expand the categories of ENERGY
STAR® products to be tested, along with supporting EPA’s managed market-based
verification program. DOE continues to request appropriated funds for work sup-
ported by DOE.

Question. How many staff does the Department employ for ENERGY STAR® com-
pliance, monitoring, and enforcement, and are there any specific plans to increase
this capacity in fiscal year 2011?

Answer. In fiscal year 2010, the Department is using 2.0 Full Time Equivalent
(FTE) for ENERGY STAR® verification testing, compliance and monitoring, and
program transition functions. Based on DOE verification testing, EPA is handling
the enforcement portion of the program. In the event testing shows the product also
does not meet minimum energy efficiency standards, the Department of Energy will
begin enforcement actions to insure the product is not sold illegally in the market.
The 2009 MOU was written with the intent EPA will handle matters pertaining to
ENERGY STAR® enforcement while DOE would continue to handle any minimum
standards violations. In addition, 1.0 FTE has been used to support the State En-
ergy Efficiency Appliance Rebate Program. In fiscal year 2011, the Department an-
ticipates increasing staff support to 3.0 FTE in order to increase its testing, compli-
ance and monitoring functions, to begin developing/revising test procedures for the
program and to provide technical analyses for EPA’s program requirements’ develop-
ment and revision. The State rebate program will be winding down and only require
0.25 FTE in fiscal year 2011.

Question. DOE staff has briefed congressional staff on transferring the promotion
of several ENERGY STAR® products to the EPA, such as windows, refrigerators,
dishwashers and compact fluorescent lights, within the fiscal year 2011 budget re-
quest. However, the budget still references these products as part of the DOE.

Is it the administration’s intent to transfer the promotion of ENERGY STAR® la-
bels for these appliances from the Energy Department to the EPA? Please describe
the funding, rationale, and implementation schedule anticipated for this transfer, if
it is undertaken.

Could you please describe how the DOE intends to release more than 20 final ap-
pliance rules by June 30, 2011 and whether the amount of funding requested in the
budget is adequate to ensure that these final rules are issued by the deadline.

Could you please break-down funding for the various components of the ENERGY
STAR® Program for fiscal year 2011?

Answer. In order to improve the efficiency of the ENERGY STAR® Program based
on the capabilities of the two agencies, the agencies agreed to new roles managing
this program. The Environmental Protection Agency will now take on one set of re-
sponsibilities across all ENERGY STAR® product categories. This includes both pro-
gram requirements establishment, or revision, and the promotion of these products.
DOE will take on the roles of testing procedure development and product testing
where appropriate. This transition is currently taking place and will be completed
during fiscal year 2010. In fiscal year 2011, the DOE proposes to fund the develop-
ment or revision of test procedures for ENERGY STAR®, testing and verification
of products, and providing technical support to EPA as described in the September
30, 2009 Memorandum of Understanding signed by the two agencies. For fiscal year
2011, the Department requested $10 million for ENERGY STAR® Program activi-
ties of which $5 million will be focused on test procedure development and revision,
$4 million for testing and verification, and $1 million for analyses and technical sup-
port to EPA.

DOE established detailed schedules for development and issuance of all
rulemakings governed by the Consent Decree or statutory deadlines, and is putting
in place the staff, internal processes and other resources necessary to ensure that
these deadlines are achieved. For fiscal year 2010, the Department requested and
received $35 million to support implementation of the appliance standards pro-
grams. For fiscal year 2011, the Department requests $40 million for these efforts.
This funding is adequate to enable DOE to meet the established deadlines and to
undertake new efforts to improve compliance and enforcement. part of that money
will go to the enforcement of minimum appliance standards that DOE promulgates.
While we will report and share data with ENERGY STAR®, the Appliance Stand-
ards program is not responsible for enforcing ENERGY STAR® efficiency levels.

Question. The Next Generation Lighting Initiative will provide significant energy
savings though more efficient lighting. Given the DOE’s management in the devel-
opment and understanding of this new technology, could you please describe how
DOE will oversee this initiative, as well as other activities related to the initiative?

Answer. The Department of Energy (DOE) has taken a comprehensive approach
to overseeing the Next Generation Lighting Initiative, a part of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005. This approach covers a balance of engineering and science in R&D, and
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market-based programs. Elements include Core Technology (applied research), Prod-
uct Development, Manufacturing R&D, Commercialization Support, and SSL Part-
nership (with the Next Generation Lighting Industry Alliance). Over 70 active R&D
projects address the key science and engineering challenges. Workshops are held
each year to keep the program focused on the priority R&D challenges. All R&D
projects are competitively-awarded and cost-shared. A collection of Commercializa-
tion Support programs, such as CALiPER, GATEWAY and Standards development,
provide information and direction to market players, and link back into the R&D
program for further improvements. The commercialization support programs have
over 150 partners involved. The program has produced performance achievements
in efficacy each year, moving the market/technology upward in efficiency.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Question. Mr. Secretary, I have been waiting for a year for a report on the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve, specifically on the Mississippi site for expansion, and I
have yet to receive any word from the Department. Why? I brought this up at last
year’s hearing because funding for the project remained contingent on the issuance
of the report. What is the status?

Answer. The Omnibus Appropriations Act, 2009 (Public Law 111-8), enacted
March 11, 2009, requires “. . . That none of the funds provided for the new site
expansion activities may be obligated or expended for authorized activities until the
Secretary of Energy has submitted a Report to the Congress on the effects of expan-
sion of the Reserve on the domestic petroleum market.” DOE has prepared the re-
port and it is under review.

Question. What is the status of DOE-funded nuclear energy workforce training
and education programs? Are we going to have enough people trained to work at
nuclear plants and at DOE facilities in the next 10 years?

Answer. In 2011 the Department will implement RE-ENERGYSE (Regaining our
Energy Science and Engineering Edge), which will enable education and inspire stu-
dents to pursue careers in science, engineering, and entrepreneurship related to
clean energy. This new effort will provide important support to bolster nuclear engi-
neering and science programs at U.S. universities and will be an effective and ap-
propriate means of providing educational support.

The existing program within NE that provides scholarships and fellowships will
be terminated at the end of fiscal year 2010. This existing program—the Integrated
University Program (IUP) will provide $5 million to fund 88 scholarships and 30 fel-
lowships to be awarded in the summer of 2010. In fiscal year 2011, NE will fund
these activities at the same level through the RE-ENERGYSE initiative.

Question. I am concerned about the utility ratepayers of Mississippi who have con-
tributed to the nuclear waste fund. What is the justification for continuing to collect
these funds from Mississippi when DOE has now decided to terminate the national
repository program? Mr. Secretary, I believe it would make better public policy to
suspend collections until Congress determines future funding needs and funding
methods when it enacts a new program based on the Blue Ribbon Commission’s rec-
ommendations. I would like to work with your staff on this issue.

Answer. The administration is fully committed to meeting the responsibilities for
the safe storage and management of spent nuclear fuel and nuclear waste. The fees
collected from the nuclear industry are legally mandated and reviewed every year
and will pay the cost of the long-term disposition of the materials. The Blue Ribbon
Commission has been charged with making recommendations on these issues, in-
cluding how the fees should be handled moving forward.

Question. On the subject of terminating the national repository program, Mr. Sec-
retary, what steps are you taking to appropriately retain the data gained from the
billions of dollars invested in research on the repository?

Answer. The Department is committed to preserving the scientific knowledge de-
veloped through the Yucca Mountain project. Records generated by the OCRWM
program in the course of activities at Yucca Mountain are managed and archived
in accordance with the requirements of the Federal Records Act and related regula-
tions. Paper and electronic media records that have been archived are stored at sev-
eral National Archives and Records Administration Federal Records Centers (FRC)
under FRC regulations, as well as in a DOE-leased facility in Las Vegas. In addition
to records on paper and electronic media, images of records are electronically main-
tained in our Records Information System and the DOE’s documentary material is
electronically available to the public on the Licensing Support Network.

Question. Mr. Secretary, in speaking with my colleagues today, you mentioned
salt domes as possible nuclear waste storage sites. Could you please tell me which
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salt domes the Department is looking at for this purpose, and could you give more
information about this idea?

Answer. The Department is not currently studying any specific site as a replace-
ment for Yucca Mountain, nor is DOE considering any specific salt dome as a pos-
sible nuclear waste storage site.

Question. I understand the DOE is proposing $3 million for international nuclear
energy cooperation. Can you please explain this program to the subcommittee?

Answer. The INEC budget request of $3 million will be used to provide advice and
support to Office of Nuclear Energy (NE) programs in implementing international
cooperative research and development (R&D) activities. The R&D is the responsi-
bility of other NE programs, not INEC. INEC would also work with other NE pro-
grams, other Department offices, and other agencies on implementing new agree-
ments having civilian nuclear energy aspects. Some of the funding will focus on bi-
lateral and multilateral agreements and implementing arrangements to carry out
cooperative technical R&D-based activities with countries including Argentina,
Brazil, China, India, Kazakhstan, and the Republic of South Africa and possibly
other countries as U.S. international policy is developed. Typically, before inter-
national collaborative work is initiated, DOE works closely with other domestic
agencies, such as the Department of State, to convene experts-level meetings with
foreign counterparts to discuss the policy, technical and legal parameters of coopera-
tion. Once these are established, assessments of capabilities and technology require-
ments are typically conducted to identify the most mutually beneficial areas of co-
operation. It is in these initial steps of laying the foundation for cooperation that
much of the INEC budget request would be applied.

NE collaborates on a bilateral and multilateral basis with a wide array of coun-
tries including Japan, Russia, the Republic of Korea, France, Ukraine, and others,
but the implementing arrangements for cooperation with these countries are already
in place. In such cases, policy and technical support from NE’s Office of Inter-
national Nuclear Energy Policy is less intensive.

Examples of potential areas of international civilian nuclear energy collaboration
that NE programs would engage in include, but are not limited to: research, devel-
opment, testing, and evaluation of advanced nuclear reactor systems; advanced nu-
clear fuel and material irradiation and use of experimental facilities; technical ex-
pert exchange programs to share best practices at civilian nuclear power plants;
small and medium-sized reactor development; reactor life sustainability; prob-
abilistic safety assessments and risk analyses for operating reactors; improvements
in reactor fuel burn-up efficiencies; and, together with other global partners, the ex-
ploration of ways to enhance the international framework for civil nuclear coopera-
tion so that countries can access nuclear power for peaceful purposes while mini-
mizing the risks of proliferation.

Question. Congress appropriated funds in the Recovery Act specifically for pilot
and demonstration scale biofuels projects. In my home State of Mississippi, we have
a company that is ready to start building a biorefinery capable of producing close
to 18 million gallons of biofuel per year. This project is shovel-ready and will create
green jobs in our State. It is our understanding that several of these projects are
currently being evaluated by the Loan Guarantee Program. Can you give us a sense
of what the timing is on issuing loan guarantees for biofuels projects?

Answer. The Departments’ Biomass Program and Loan Programs work in con-
junction to support the development of cellulosic ethanol from research and develop-
ment, demonstration and piloting, and finally, full commercial scale-up. In 2009, the
Department’s Biomass Program committed over $610 million in Recovery Act funds
to increase investments in integrated biorefineries at the pilot and demonstration
scale as well as for biofuels infrastructure activities. This Recovery Act funding is
in addition to the over half of a billion dollars of DOE investments in integrated
biorefinery projects from fiscal years 2007 through 2010. The purpose of DOFE’s in-
vestments in pilot, demonstration, and small commercial scale biorefineries is to
generate techno-economic data from their operations in order to validate full com-
mercial-scale readiness. Once a technology has been proven in the pilot and dem-
onstration phase, it may be eligible for a DOE loan guarantee to support the
project’s full commercial scale up. Under the Recovery Act funding for the Loan
Guarantee Program, all biofuel projects must represent advanced technologies.

The Loan Guarantee Program is working closely with the Renewable Fuels Asso-
ciation to facilitate dialogue with biofuels companies. As a result of this collabora-
tion, on April 7, 2010, the Loan Guarantee Program held a roundtable discussion
with members of the biomass community to discuss issues that the industry faces
in obtaining loan guarantees.
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Question. President Obama reiterated his support for biofuel development in May
2009 and again on February 3 of this year. Are there any issues that are holding
up approval of these biofuels projects? Are these projects a priority for DOE?

Answer. Bioproduct projects present some unique challenges. Many are capital in-
tensive, provide a commodity product, and have no off-take agreements. The Loan
Guarantee Program is working closely with the Renewable Fuels Association to fa-
cilitate dialogue with the biofuels companies. As a result of this collaboration, on
April 7, 2010, the Loan Guarantee Program held a roundtable discussion with mem-
bers of the biomass community to discuss issues that the industry faces in obtaining
loan guarantees.

Question. In the 2007 energy bill we set a renewable fuels standard that requires
36 li);llion gallons of renewable fuel by 2022. How does DOE envision achieving this
goal?

Answer. Achieving the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) requires the creation of
a new industry that will produce a high volume of liquid transportation fuels that
are cost competitive with petroleum fuels. Several factors have led to unanticipated
reductions in the near-term pace of growth of the cellulosic biofuels industry, includ-
ing the economic recession, oil price drops, and the reduction of credit available to
investors who wish to invest in these technologies.

The Department of Energy (DOE) believes the United States must accelerate re-
newable fuels production to meet the RFS requirement of 36 billion gallons. The key
to such a large-scale transition and meeting the RFS targets is to make cellulosic
biofuels and other advanced biofuels cost competitive with corn-based ethanol and
gasoline. That is why the DOE is performing fundamental research on next-genera-
tion bioenergy crops to provide the transformational breakthroughs that can con-
tribute toward more efficient cellulosic ethanol production and development of other
advanced biofuels. Additionally, DOE has a robust applied R&D and deployment
program focused on driving down the costs of key components of producing advanced
biofuels through both biochemical and thermochemical pathways. DOE also works
to establish a sufficient and sustainable supply of bioenergy feedstocks and cost-ef-
fective systems for harvest and transport of feedstocks to biorefineries. Moreover,
DOE is cost sharing a total of 27 biorefinery projects with industrial partners at the
pilot, demonstration, and commercial scales, all of which focus on cellulosic or other
non-food feedstocks to produce advanced biofuels in support of the RFS. DOE has
developed public-private partnerships to reduce the risk of deploying first-of-a-kind
cellulosic biorefineries to produce biofuels. The Energy Information Agency’s Annual
Energy Outlook 2010’s reference case scenario projects that biofuels will account for
most of ghe projected growth in liquid fuels consumption, reaching 26 billion gallons
in 2022.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR GEORGE V. VOINOVICH

Question. The DOE Office of Nuclear Energy budget lists a new program for Reac-
tor Concepts R&D in the amount of $195 million. The Reactor Concepts R&D re-
quest carries on activities for a variety of previously appropriated activities, and in-
cludes a new program for Small Modular Reactors (SMRs) in the amount of $38.9
million. Given recent strong commercial interest in the new reactor technologies
funded by Reactor Concepts R&D, there is a need for adequate, dedicated funding
for cost-sharing of the development of Small Modular Reactors by public/private
partnerships to reduce financial uncertainty. The cost-sharing amount needed to
support two small light-water-reactor designs has been estimated to be not less than
$35 million. This means that additional funds of about $20 million are needed to
support research for the SMRs. How is DOE ensuring that adequate cost-sharing
funds and research funds are available for small light water modular reactors, and
how is DOE ensuring that this cost-sharing information is publically known and
available so that the private sector will have certainty in investing?

Answer. DOE has engaged in discussion with small modular reactor (SMR) ven-
dors, utilities, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Department of Defense,
and other possible end-users of SMR energy. Through these discussions, we became
convinced that there is potential in the small modular reactor concept and have re-
quested an appropriate amount of funding for SMR activities in the fiscal year 2011
budget. DOE will hold a workshop on SMRs in June 2010 to obtain information
from vendors and suppliers, potential utility customers, national laboratories, uni-
versities, NRC, and interested stakeholders on priorities, activities and projects that

1“EIA’s Long-Term Biofuels Outlook” EIA Presentation, 2010 Energy Conference, April 6,
2010 http:/www.eia.doe.gov/conference/2010/session2/gross.pdf.
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will inform our strategy. As noted in the budget, the administration will evaluate
potential priorities in the context of the appropriate Federal role to identify the
most cost-effective, efficient, and appropriate mechanisms to support further devel-
opment. Any cost-sharing within the SMR program will be based on a competitive
award process. We believe that both the DOE cost-share award process and NRC
licensing process will help ensure that information gained through this program is
made available to others to the greatest degree possible.

Question. The Clean Energy Park concept builds upon a DOE initiative to re-
industrialize and transform former weapons complex sites into clean energy produc-
tion centers. Through this approach, the local communities, States and regions that
supported our Nation’s defense mission for so long will benefit from the sustainable
economic development opportunities of such large-scale commercial projects. As you
are aware the Southern Ohio Clean Energy Park Alliance (SOCEPA) has held sev-
eral meetings with officials in the Department over the past year regarding their
shared interest with the Department in creating a Clean Energy Park initiative.
This project would provide a unique opportunity for the Department to support
many of the missions of its own internal offices in a cross-cutting nature, including
carbon footprint reduction of the Nation’s electric generation, asset reutilization and
re-industrialization of former weapons complex sites, and support for deployment of
electric generation that relies on low carbon and zero carbon technologies.

While the Department has voiced support for the concept, it is not clear how DOE
is progressing in developing it. Examples of program developments could be forma-
tion of a program office within DOE including funding, identification and policies
for coordination of issues across departments, and policies for organizations to use
in developing sites and local support.

What is the Department doing to develop this concept?

Answer. In early 2009, representatives from the Office of Environmental Manage-
ment (EM) discussed EM’s “footprint reduction” initiatives for several Department
of Energy (DOE) sites and the potential future use of land with regional stake-
holders and local communities. However, the administration is focusing Environ-
mental Management activities on its core cleanup mission, which continue to experi-
ence project management, technical, and regulatory challenges. Completing remedi-
ation of these sites on cost and schedule is the most effective way for the Depart-
ment to support local officials, businesses, and others in these communities with
their economic development plans.

Question. Is there any legislation that is needed?

Answer. The administration is not proposing or requesting any legislation.

Question. I am concerned that the regulatory and technical infrastructure, as well
as the industrial base in manufacturing and fabrication technologies may not be
ready to support the development of new and innovative reactors. This includes
cross-cutting technologies for identification, development, demonstration and quali-
fication of advanced manufacturing and construction techniques, modern codes and
standards, supply chain development, and qualification, and training of people. How
is DOE ensuring that adequate resources have been set aside to ensure that this
infrastructure continues to develop and will be in place in a timely manner?

Answer. In general the private sector is expected to respond and accommodate the
manufacturing and construction needs as industry decides to move forward and
build new reactors. The Department’s recent loan guarantee announcement has sent
a strong signal to the private sector that nuclear needs to be part of our energy mix,
and we expect the private sector to continue to make adjustments in order to build
new reactors. We are also working, through programs such as RE-ENERGYSE, to
train the next generation of nuclear engineers and scientists. And, the Department
will participate in codes and standards activities as appropriate..

Question. I would like to commend you for DOE’s recent announcement to provide
a $45 million cost share for further development and demonstration of the American
Centrifuge Plant (ACP) in Piketon, Ohio. Your decision is a strong commitment by
the Department to this important technology.

However, I am concerned about your response to Senator Bennett’s question dur-
ing the Energy and Water hearing regarding when DOE will close on the loan guar-
antee application by Areva for their proposed enrichment facility. The premise in
your response “We are closing on it as quickly as possible” implies that Areva will
receive a loan guarantee without United States Enrichment Corporation (USEC)
having the opportunity to update their previous application for the loan guarantee.

I urge you to ensure that the USEC technology is not precluded in the consider-
ation for a loan guarantee. As you know, USEC has been working to address the
technical and financial concerns that were raised last summer by the DOE loan
guarantee program. USEC has indicated that they have made significant technical
progress in demonstrating the reliability and the high quality manufacturability of



81

the centrifuge machines to support certainty in the cost and performance needed for
a commercial plant. DOE’s commitment to providing $45 million in demonstration
and development funding has enhanced USEC’s ability to demonstrate the technical
requirements needed for the loan guarantee program. Financially, USEC has dis-
closed that they are exploring strategic alternatives to raise additional capital for
the American Centrifuge project, and that assurances for a clear path forward for
a loan guarantee would be important to their ability to obtain third-party financing.

From a timing standpoint, USEC appears to be nearing the final stages of meet-
ing their obligations for a loan guarantee. The ACP is “shovel ready” and has the
potential to quickly create about 8,000 good American jobs in numerous States. The
Areva project is not as mature and will take several years before we would see this
kind of job growth, assuming the project is successful. As we have discussed before,
funding of this centrifuge technology is essential to U.S. job growth and the future
of clean, abundant energy in the United States.

If DOE is, in fact, nearing a decision on the Areva technology, I urge you as
strongly as possible to also provide a clear path forward for ensuring loan guarantee
funding is also available for the American Centrifuge Plant. A failure to do so, I
fear, would lead to further job loss and ultimately jeopardizing the success of this
project so crucial to our energy and national security needs. I request that you sup-
port USEC’s commitment to fulfilling the requirements for a loan guarantee and do
not shut the door on this vital project. Specifically, will DOE have additional loan
guarantee funds available for both the Areva and the USEC ACP, and what legisla-
tive authority and appropriations does DOE need to support this?

Answer. In response to a June 30, 2008 solicitation for Federal loan guarantees
supporting Front End Nuclear Facilities, the Department received two applications
for Federal loan guarantees to support two different front-end nuclear facility
projects. In total, the two applicants requested DOE to provide loan guarantees in
excess of the $2 billion available authority.

On March 25, 2010, the Department sent a reprogramming request to the appro-
priate Congressional Committees notifying them of DOE’s intention to use up to $2
billion of the fiscal year 2007 Authority, made available to the Department under
the Revised Continuing Appropriations Resolution, 2007, for front end nuclear fuel
facilities. The balance of the fiscal year 2007 Authority will remain available for
loan guarantees for eligible project applicants under the 2006 Solicitation for fossil,
energy efficiency and renewable energy systems projects that employ innovative
technologies.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator TESTER. I wish you all the best, Secretary Chu.

And this subcommittee hearing is recessed.

[Whereupon, at 12 noon, Thursday, March 4, the subcommittee
was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN

Senator DORGAN. I’'m going to call the hearing to order.

I was giving a speech just down the hall, and therefore, showed
up early, and it was most uncomfortable, because I'm never any-
where early.

So, if it appeared to all of you I didn’t know what to do, that’s
the reason.

Mr. D’Agostino, you appear to be in a good mood this morning,
and I assume that’s because your budget request, coming from the
administration, suggests increased funding. There’s always a rela-
tionship in the mood, and we’re appreciative, very much, of your
being here, and we congratulate you on your extension and contin-
ued work in these areas. The work of the National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration is very, very important.

This year’s budget request of $11.2 billion for NNSA is up $1.3
billion, or 13.5 percent above the fiscal year 2010 appropriation.
This would make it the largest increase to NNSA’s budget since the
agency was established, 10 years ago.

Over the past years, I've expressed some concern about the lack
of funding to maintain the Nation’s nuclear weapon stockpile and
to achieve the nonproliferation goals, which I think are very impor-

(83)



84

tant. I'm pleased to see, in this budget request, a clear commitment
in increasing NNSA’s ability to assess the safety, security and reli-
ability of nuclear weapons. Furthermore, I'm pleased that the
NNSA plans to accelerate efforts to secure vulnerable nuclear ma-
terial around the world, within the coming 4 years.

I have two main concerns, which I hope you will address today,
and I'll ask some questions about them.

First, can the NNSA sustain new initiatives and construction
projects of the size that we’re talking about in the out years? Be-
fore we approve very expensive new initiatives, we need to be con-
fident that NNSA has a clear strategy to manage very complex
projects concurrently. Further, we need to know that NNSA has
sound cost and schedule estimates.

What you’re asking for in the fiscal year 2011 request is to ramp
up the production of refurbished W76 warheads; begin life exten-
sions for the B61 and W78; increase surveillance activities of re-
tired nuclear weapons; build three major new nuclear facilities,
that would each exceed $3 billion in cost; the Chemistry and Met-
allurgical Facility at Los Alamos, the Uranium Processing Facility
at Y-12, and the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility at Sa-
vannah River; and expand naval reactor projects, such as designing
a new reactor for the Ohio-class ballistic missile submarine.

What I've not seen, and what I want to see, is a plan or a strat-
egy that shows how NNSA will be able to manage this many com-
plex projects at once, and pay for them, in the coming years. We
want cost and schedule estimates. Both the GAO and the IG and
other independent reviewers have raised questions about NNSA,
for cost and schedule estimates, in years past. We believe NNSA—
and I know Mr. D’Agostino would agree—just needs to do better.

Despite sizable projected increases in funding, we are also con-
cerned about whether there is an underestimating of budget needs.
For example, out-year funding for the three major facilities does
not reflect cost increases that could likely exist because of design
changes or schedule delays. The second major concern is the rate
of increase for the nonproliferation program, which is an increase
of $550 million, or 26 percent, compared to fiscal year 2010. I'm not
convinced that that amount of money will be able to be spent quite
so quickly, effectively, or efficiently. So, we want to talk a little
about that today.

I applaud the efforts to date—for example, through the non-
proliferation program, 2,300 kilograms of highly enriched uranium
and plutonium, enough material to make 90 nuclear weapons has
been removed and disposed of from civilian nuclear sites world-
wide. That’s a good record. These efforts rely on the cooperation,
however, of foreign countries that do not always share our nuclear
security concerns. The NNSA needs to show that it has or will
produce, or can produce, agreements with countries that justify
such a large increase in material retrieval.

I think the NNSA also needs to demonstrate that Russia and
other countries will continue to maintain the close to $3 billion in
security upgrades that the United States has funded over 17 years
as the United States withdraws financial support. As we have
funded these facilities, in the order of safety, just building them
and leaving does not necessarily give us the assurance that those
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upgrades will last and will continue to be supported by the host
countries.

Finally, NNSA needs to demonstrate that nonproliferation funds
are being spent effectively and efficiently. They’ve installed radi-
ation detection equipment at more than 350 borders, in dozens of
countries, to prevent smuggling of nuclear materials. But, the GAO
has found that the corruption of foreign border security officials,
along with technical limitations of radiation detection equipment,
inadequate maintenance of some equipment, and the lack of sup-
porting infrastructure at some sites, has hindered the full effective-
ness of these activities. Now, we know that the NNSA will address
those issues so that we can understand the investment of these
funds is leading to real and significant security improvements.

Again, Mr. D’Agostino, we appreciate your being here with your
colleagues.

And let me call on Senator Bennett for any opening statements
he may have.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROBERT F. BENNETT

Senator BENNETT. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

And I welcome all of you here.

And, as I listen to the chairman, I find myself in agreement with
him. I very much applaud your top-line budget request. You need
the money; you’ve shown the courage of asking for it. And I think
we’ll do the very best we can to give it you. That’s the good news.

The bad news is that the agency’s track record in managing large
construction projects is not encouraging. And the chairman has
outlined that.

And just to underscore what Senator Dorgan has said, you're
going to have four major projects underway at once: the Uranium
Processing Facility; the CMRR Nuclear Facility, at Los Alamos;
two projects at Savannah, the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Fa-
cility, and the MOX Fuel Facility. And, these, I understand, are the
biggest construction projects NNSA has ever taken on. And then,
while you’re doing that you’re talking about two life-extension pro-
grams being carried on simultaneously. And you have never con-
ducted two LEPs at once. And those that you have conducted in the
past—not necessarily you, specifically, but the agency—have been
over-budget and over-schedule.

So, the money is needed, the repairs are needed, the updating is
needed. Everybody agrees with that. But, one thing to say, “Okay,
here’s the money.” It’s another thing to say, “How’s it going to be
spent?” And we need to pin down a lot of items, schedules, who the
contractors are going to be, what the track record is that—those
who'’re going to be involved. And we obviously are very interested
in your answers to those questions.

And then there’s the question of how you spend the tremendous
increase you’re asking for in nonproliferation area. That’s critical
to the—ensure international nuclear safety. And with a requested
increase of 68 percent for the Global Threat Reduction Initiative,
and a past history of large unobligated balances, these are ques-
tions that we need to go into.

Now, the chairman has gone into all of these in detail, and I'm
simply underscoring my support for his concern in these areas.
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You're going to find a very unified subcommittee, both in support
for the money and in support for the details that we need to look
at.
Senator DORGAN. Senator Bennett, thank you very much.
Senator Feinstein.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator FEINSTEIN. I will put my statement in the record.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DIANNE FEINSTEIN

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you Mr. D’Agostino for taking the time to
see us today.

As you know, I have worked with colleagues in the House and Senate to stop the
re-opening of the nuclear door and the development of new nuclear weapons.

Together, we have eliminated funding for the Advanced Concepts Initiative, the
Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator, the Modern Pit Facility and the Reliable Replace-
ment Warhead program.

Now, we are working with a new president, one who believes in reclaiming a lead-
ership role for the United States in nuclear non-proliferation issues and shares the
vision of a nuclear free world.

In his April 5, 2009 Prague speech, President Obama called for “an end to cold
war thinking” and declared that the United States will “reduce the role of nuclear
weapons in our national security strategy.” Before and after his inauguration, he
pledged that he “will not authorize the development of new nuclear weapons.”

I am hopeful he will use the upcoming Nuclear Posture Review to craft a new nu-
clear weapons policy that will help stop the spread of nuclear weapons and chart
the course for their elimination from the Earth.

We are in the final stages with Russia on new agreement to make additional cuts
to each nation’s nuclear arsenal. This is welcome news and I look forward to the
conclusions of those talks.

I also appreciate President Obama’s support for ratification of the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty, a critical component of any U.S. nuclear nonproliferation regime.

In his fiscal year 2011 budget for the National Nuclear Security Administration,
the President has requested %11.2 billion, a 13.4 percent increase from fiscal year
2010.

This marks a substantial commitment to maintaining the safety and reliability of
our nuclear weapons arsenal and the nuclear weapons complex.

We must ensure that these funds compliment, rather than detract from, the Presi-
dent vision on nuclear weapons policy and nuclear nonproliferation issues.

I stand ready to work with my colleagues and the administration to craft a sen-
sible, bi-partisan nuclear weapons policy that will keep Americans safe and will re-
duce the danger of a nuclear war or a nuclear attack.

Senator FEINSTEIN. I have a number of questions, but let me just
say this, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you for your chairmanship
of this subcommittee. I guess this is your final appropriations bill.
And we’ve worked together on several items. I think you've brought
about, really, sterling leadership, and very impressive—I will miss
you. I believe the ranking member will miss you. And I know you
will have bright horizons ahead of you, but you darken our skies
by leaving.

Senator BENNETT. Yes, I want to associate myself with that. I
was just getting settled into the pleasure of working with you, and
now you're going to go off to greener pastures. So, we will do our
best to carry on your tradition after you’ve gone, assuming, of
course, that I get to stay, as well.

Senator DORGAN. Well, this year will end 30 years in the United
States Congress. It’s a great privilege, but there are other things
I wish to do, and—but, enough of that. You're making me sound
like Gabby Hayes, here.
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Mr. D’Agostino, thank you for your leadership, thanks for the
work you do. Why don’t you proceed.

Your entire statement will be part of the permanent record so
you may summarize.

STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS P. D’AGOSTINO

Mr. D’AGosTINO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Bennett,
Senator Feinstein.

It’s a pleasure to be here. It’s a real honor for us to have the op-
portunity to testify on the President’s budget, particularly for the
National Nuclear Security Administration.

As you note, I'm accompanied here by folks that have a lot of his-
tory and understanding of the program. Admiral Kirk Donald, for
naval reactors; Steve Black, who’s a chief operating officer in our
nonproliferation program; and Brigadier General Gary Harencak,
for defense programs.

So, Mr. Chairman, under your leadership, the subcommittee has
been a proponent of our NNSA programs and initiatives, and I
thank you for the support. The subcommittee’s backing will become
even more critical as we seek to move forward on programs to im-
plement the President’s nuclear security vision. And moving the
program in the right direction for many years out in the future, of
course, since these programs last many years, it has to be done in
a way that makes sense, in a bipartisan sense, because it’s impor-
tant for national security.

Last year when I appeared before you, the focus of my testimony
was the continuing of the transformation of this outdated cold war
nuclear-weapons complex and moving it into a 21st century na-
tional security enterprise and our initial efforts on implementing,
the President’s announcement, securing the most vulnerable mate-
rials worldwide. Since that time, we've identified and defined port-
folio programs to meet the President’s emerging nuclear security
agenda.

Our 2011 budget request, as you've noted, is $11.2 billion, a 13.4-
percent increase from the prior year’s appropriation. And in devel-
oping this program, Secretary Chu has worked—and I—have
worked very closely with Secretary Gates to make sure that we had
a program that was integrated across both departments. And, that
reflects not just the nuclear weapons program itself, but the non-
proliferation program and the naval reactors’ activities.

Our request can be summarized, essentially, into four compo-
nents. Collectively, we ensure that the President’s overall nuclear
security agenda, as outlined in his April 2009 Prague speech and
reinforced during his State of the Union Address—first, our re-
quests describe NNSA’s crucial role in implementing this nuclear
security vision and its call to secure vulnerable material worldwide
within 4 years. The $2.7 billion request for nonproliferation pro-
grams includes key programs related to the President’s agenda:
nearly $560 million for the Global Threat Reduction Initiative to
secure vulnerable material around the world; over $1 billion for a
fissile material disposition program to permanently eliminate 68
metric tons of surplus weapons-grade plutonium and more than
200 metric tons of surplus highly-enriched uranium; and over $350
million for the nonproliferation verification research and develop-
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ment programs; provide technology support to the President’s arms
control and nonproliferation agenda, including a new capability at
our Nevada site to fully integrate treaty verification in arms con-
trol experiments.

The second component is our investment in the tools and capa-
bilities required to effectively manage the stockpile itself. Based on
preliminary analysis in the draft Nuclear Posture Review, we con-
cluded that maintaining the safety, security, and effectiveness of
the enduring nuclear deterrent requires increased investments to
strengthen an aging physical infrastructure and sustain depleted
technical human-capital base across our enterprise. Our request in-
cludes more than $7 billion to ensure that the capabilities are re-
quired to complete ongoing weapons life-extension activities; to
strengthen the science and technology and engineering base; and
reinvest in the scientists, technicians, and engineers who perform
this mission.

These activities are very consistent with the NNSA’s stockpile
stewardship and management responsibilities, as outlined in the
2010 National Defense Authorization Act. Vice President Biden re-
cently noted the need to invest in a modern sustainable infrastruc-
ture that supports the full range of NNSA’s mission, not just stock-
pile stewardship. He said, “This investment is not only consistent
with a nonproliferation agenda, it is essential to it.”

And there is an emerging bipartisan consensus that now is the
time to make these investments to provide the future foundation
for our U.S. security. A key example of that consensus was re-
flected in the January Wall Street Journal article by Senator Sam
Nunn and Secretaries George Shultz, Secretary Henry Kissinger,
and Secretary William Perry.

That leads me to the third component of our investment in re-
capitalizing our nuclear infrastructure and deterrent capability into
a 21st-century nuclear security enterprise. As the Vice President
said last month, some of the facilities we use to handle uranium
and plutonium date back to the days when the world’s great pow-
ers were led by Truman, Churchill, and Stalin. The signs of age
and decay are becoming more apparent every day.

Our request includes specific funds to continue the design of the
Uranium Processing Facility at our Y-12 Facility and the construc-
tion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Facil-
ity, at Los Alamos.

Our Navy’s nuclear fleet includes all of our submarines and air-
craft carriers spread over the globe to protect America’s interests.
The naval reactors budget shows a steady increase over the future
year national security plan—our 5-year program, essentially. To
meet the operational requirements of the Ohio-class replacement,
we will need to provide a new reactor plan, using improved mate-
rials that we’ve not used before. This effort dovetails well into our
need to refuel one of our land-based prototypes, which provides the
platform to demonstrate the manufacturability of the Ohio replace-
ment core and also to realistically test systems and components. Fi-
nally, this prototype serves a key role as an operating reactor plant
for training our Navy sailors.

Mr. Chairman, investing now in a modern sustainable nuclear
security enterprise is the right thing to do. Investment will support
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a full range of nuclear security missions to ensure future security.
The range of missions includes stockpile stewardship, nonprolifera-
tion and disarmament, arms control and treaty verification,
counterterrorism and emergency response, nuclear forensic and
naval nuclear propulsion. It’s the whole gambit.

Finally, the fourth component, one that ties all our missions to-
gether, is our commitment to aggressive management reforms
across the NNSA. And I look forward to questions on this. I can
go into some detail. But, as you know, with increased resources
comes an increased responsibility to be effective stewards of our
taxpayers’ money and to ensure that we effectively and efficiently
manage this. We take this responsibility very seriously.

Take, for example, the costs associated with our physical security
posture. As you are well aware, each year the costs of these efforts
have risen. We initiated a zero-based security review to implement
greater efficiencies and to drive down costs while sustaining, and
sometimes even improving, our security capabilities. We recently
concluded a review at our Nevada site and identified some poten-
tial savings. We will be reviewing other sites shortly.

Next, our supply chain management center has already saved
taxpayers more than $130 million, largely through electronic
sourcing and strategic sourcing, essentially tying our enterprise to-
gether; instead of having eight separate procurement centers, to try
to focus these things together and leverage our purchases. That
saved us significant resources.

And, as you may be aware, our Kansas City plant recently won
a Malcolm Baldrige Award for manufacturing and quality, for their
innovations and performance excellence. We're working to imple-
ment that Kansas City model of best business practices across the
whole nuclear security enterprise.

And finally, we emphasize performance and financial account-
ability at all levels of our operation. In 2009, our programs met or
exceeded 95 percent of their performance objectives, and over the
past 2 years, NNSA has successfully executed large funding in-
creases in several nonproliferation programs while reducing, at the
same time, the percentage of carryover, uncosted, and uncommitted
funds. We'll be glad to provide details of those, as well.

Importantly, for the subcommittee’s consideration, we have the
people and process in place to initiate immediately the mission
work and increased mission work in this area.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we will ensure
that our stockpile, our infrastructure, and our missions are melded
together into a comprehensive, forward-looking strategy that pro-
tects America and its allies. Investments in nuclear security are
now providing the tools to tackle a broad range of nuclear security
challenges. Now we must continue to cultivate the talents of our
people to use these tools effectively, because essentially, in the end,
people are the key to our success here.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and we all look forward to your ques-
tions.

[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS P. D’AGOSTINO

Thank you for the opportunity to present the fiscal year 2011 President’s budget
request for the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA). This budget re-
quest will allow the NNSA to meet its commitments to the American people to pro-
vide for nuclear deterrence, to reduce nuclear dangers around the world, and to pro-
vide the capabilities to address the broader national security challenges of the 21st
century.

At this time last year, the focus of NNSA efforts was the continuing trans-
formation of the cold war-era weapons complex to a 21st century Nuclear Security
Enterprise, and transformation of the composition and size of the U.S. nuclear
weapons stockpile. Simultaneously, we were in the very early stages of defining the
efforts necessary to address the President’s policy statements on securing the most
vulnerable nuclear materials worldwide.

During the first 14 months of the Obama administration, we have been fully en-
gaged with the Department of Defense (DOD) and the Interagency on the Nuclear
Posture Review, and with the Department of State on a new START Agreement and
a broad menu of nonproliferation agreements with our international partners.

NNSA efforts this past year defined a portfolio of programs to meet the Presi-
dent’s nuclear security agenda for the future. The fiscal year 2011 President’s budg-
et request for this portfolio is $11.2 billion, an increase of more than 13 percent
from last year. In the development of this portfolio, Secretary of Energy Chu and
NNSA Administrator D’Agostino worked closely with Secretary of Defense Gates
and other DOD officials to ensure that we remain focused on meeting the DOD’s
requirements. As a result, the budget request for Weapons Activities increases near-
ly 10 percent to a level of $7 billion; Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation increases
nearly 26 percent to a level of $2.7 billion; Naval Reactors increases more than 13
percent to a level of $1.1 billion; and, the request for Federal oversight and staff
included in the Office of the Administrator account increases by 6.5 percent to a
level of nearly $450 million. NNSA’s budget request also includes associated outyear
projections in a Future-Years Nuclear Security Program (FYNSP) that identifies re-
sources needed to meet the continuing requirements for significant long term invest-
ments in the Nuclear Security Enterprise deliverables, capabilities and infrastruc-
ture.

The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget request for the NNSA can be summarized
in four core components that, collectively, ensure that the NNSA implements the
President’s overall nuclear security agenda, introduced in his April 2009 Prague
speech, re-enforced during the State of the Union Address on January 27, 2010, and
will, we believe, be embodied in the soon to be completed Nuclear Posture Review.

Implementing the President’s Nuclear Security Vision.—The budget request high-
lights NNSA’s crucial role in implementing President Obama’s nuclear security vi-
sion, including his call for an international effort to secure all vulnerable nuclear
material around the world within 4 years. The request for these efforts is $2.7 bil-
lion (an increase of 25.8 percent over the current year). Key nonproliferation pro-
grams reflect significant increases from last year, including;

—Nearly $560 million for the Global Threat Reduction Initiative (an increase of
68 percent over the current year) to secure vulnerable nuclear materials around
the world within 4 years, and to provide a comprehensive approach to deny ter-
rorist access to nuclear and radiological materials at civilian sites worldwide;

—Over $1 billion for our Fissile Materials Disposition program (an increase of 47
percent over the current year) for construction of the Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel
Fabrication Facility and the Waste Solidification Building, design of the Pit Dis-
assembly and Conversion Facility, and meeting our commitment to support
Russian plutonium disposition activities;

—More than $590 million for Material Protection, Control, and Accounting and
Second Line of Defense activities to accelerate securing nuclear materials in the
Former Soviet Union and other Asian states, as well as worldwide efforts to
deter, detect, and respond to nuclear smuggling events; and

—Over $350 million for the Nonproliferation and Verification Research and Devel-
opment programs (an increase of 10 percent over the current year) to provide
the liiey technical support for the President’s arms control and nonproliferation
agenda.

Managing the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile.—Based on a preliminary analysis of
the draft Nuclear Posture Review, the Department concluded that maintaining the
safety, security, and effectiveness of the nuclear deterrent without nuclear testing—
especially at lower stockpile numbers—requires increased investments to strengthen
an aging physical infrastructure and to sustain a depleting technical human capital
base across the Nuclear Security Enterprise. As such, we are requesting more than
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$7 billion (an increase of 9.8 percent over the current year) in the Weapons Activi-
ties appropriation to:

—Ensure the capabilities required for stockpile management and for the comple-
tion of ongoing Life Extension Programs are available;

—Strengthen the Science, Technology, and Engineering base capabilities that un-
derpin stockpile stewardship, without nuclear testing, as well as all other
NNSA nuclear security activities; and

—Reinvest in the scientists, technicians, and engineers who perform the mission
across the Nuclear Security Enterprise.

The President’s Budget Request is consistent with the principles of the Stockpile
Management Program outlined by Congress in the fiscal year 2010 National De-
fense Authorization Act.

Recapitalizing Our Nuclear Infrastructure and Deterrent Capability.—These in-
creases represent an investment in transforming our outdated nuclear weapons com-
plex into a 21st century Nuclear Security Enterprise. This request includes funds
to continue the design of the Uranium Processing Facility at the Y-12 facility; the
design and construction of the replacement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Re-
search facility at the Los Alamos National Laboratory; and, conceptual design for
the recapitalization of Naval Reactor’s Expended Core Facility at the Idaho National
Laboratory. Investing in a modern, sustainable nuclear security infrastructure sup-
ports the full range of NNSA’s nuclear security missions, including:

—Stockpile stewardship;

—Nuclear nonproliferation and disarmament;

—Arms control treaty monitoring;

—Nuclear forensics;

—Counterterrorism and emergency response; and

—the nuclear Navy.

Additionally, the request supports the recent Department of Defense decision to
recapitalize the sea-based strategic deterrent. The OHIO-class ballistic submarines,
the most survivable leg of the Nation’s strategic deterrent, are reaching the end of
their operational life. The request will enable Naval Reactors to continue reactor
plant design and development efforts begun in 2010 for procurement of long-lead re-
actor plant components in 2017, in support of Navy procurement of the first OHIO-
class submarine replacement in 2019. Providing the OHIO-class replacement a life-
of-the-ship reactor core will require substantial advances in manufacturing tech-
nology to provide a new cladding and a new fuel system. The request also supports
the refueling of a land based prototype reactor, providing a cost effective test plat-
form for these new technologies.

Continuing NNSA Management Reforms.—With the increased resources provided
by the Congress comes an increased responsibility to be effective stewards of the
taxpayer’s money. NNSA will continue to promote proactive, sound management re-
forms that save money, improve the way we do business, and increase efficiency.
Following are a few of the efforts already underway:

—A Zero-Based Security Review initiative has led to efficiencies in our site secu-
rity programs, helping drive down those costs while sustaining core physical se-
curity capabilities.

—An Enterprise Re-engineering Team is implementing ideas for improving the
way NNSA does business, such as:

—A Supply Chain Management Center has already saved the taxpayers more
than $130 million since its inception in 2007 and is expanding its focus. Two
key elements of the Center are:

—eSourcing.—an electronic sealed-bidding and reverse auction function; and

—Strategic Sourcing.—where our Management and Operating contractors use
their combined purchasing power to negotiate multi-site commodity con-
tracts with vendors.

—A moratorium on new, NNSA-initiated Reviews and re-direction of those re-
sources to improve Contractor Management Systems and operations and over-
sight across the Nuclear Security Enterprise.

—Issuing new NNSA Operating Principles to guide the priorities and decision
processes of entities that perform NNSA work consistently across the Nuclear
Security Enterprise.

—Applying a new performance-based model, best business practices, and les-
sons-learned across the Nuclear Security Enterprise. The model, pioneered at
our Kansas City Plant, provides greater contractor flexibility and account-
ability; better focused, risk-based oversight; eliminates redundant and non-
value-added reviews; and improves efficiencies and availability of Federal and
contractor resources to support the full scope of NNSA missions.
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—Reducing contractor expenses through renegotiation of health and dental
plans, using common contracts for administration and supplies, and con-
verting plant shifts for five 8-hour days to four 10-hour day shifts.

—Retaining the critical Federal workforce.

—Piloting for the Department a 5 year Office of Personnel Management Dem-
onstration Project on Pay-for-Performance and Pay Banding to test new
Human Resource concepts to recruit and retain a high caliber staff by pro-
viding faster pay progression for high-performing employees, and to build on
the workforce planning system to better identify competency needs and gaps.

—Conducting a Future Leaders Program and sponsoring Historically Black Col-
leges and Universities, Hispanic Serving Institutions, Native American Serv-
ing Institutions, and other intern and fellowship programs to bring into gov-
ernment the best and brightest talent in science, engineering, business, and
other technical positions to ensure that when our aging workforce retires, it
is replaced with competent, well-trained, and experienced professionals to
carry on the mission work of the NNSA.

Finally, NNSA continues to emphasize performance and financial accountability
at all levels of our operations. NNSA needs to assure the subcommittee and the tax-
payers that the we are an excellent steward of the programs and funds the Congress
entrusts to us to carry out the President’s nuclear security vision. In 2009, NNSA
met 95 percent of its stated program performance objectives, and, over the past 2
years, NNSA successfully executed consecutive, large annual funding increases in
several of our nonproliferation programs while reducing uncosted, uncommitted bal-
ances. We are ready to meet the challenge of executing the additional program in-
creases supported by the fiscal year 2011 President’s budget request. Our Federal
and contractor staff and our contracting processes are in place to initiate imme-
diately the increased mission work both in the United States and abroad. The
NNSA will be a leader in successful program and financial execution for the Depart-
ment of Energy and for the U.S. Government.

The NNSA is not operating on a “business-as-usual” basis. The budget request
represents a comprehensive approach to ensuring the nuclear security of our Nation.
NNSA will ensure that our strategic posture, our nuclear weapons stockpile, and
our infrastructure, along with our nonproliferation, arms control, emergency re-
sponse, counterterrorism, and naval propulsion programs, are melded into one com-
prehensive, forward-looking strategy that protects America and its allies.

Maintaining the nuclear weapons stockpile is the core work in the NNSA. How-
ever, the science, technology, and engineering capabilities, which enable the core
work, must also continue to focus on providing a sound foundation for ongoing non-
proliferation and other threat reduction programs. The investment in nuclear secu-
rity is providing the tools that can tackle a broad array of national security and en-
ergy challenges and in other realms. NNSA now has the tools, but must continue
to cultivate the talents of the people to use them effectively.

The NNSA is developing the next generation of scientists, engineers, and techni-
cians required to meet our enduring deterrence requirements as well as the critical
work in nonproliferation, nuclear counterterrorism, and forensics. People are ulti-
mately our most important resource. We are working closely with our national lab-
oratories to develop and retain the necessary cadre of the best and the brightest to
successfully carry out all of our technically challenging programs into the foresee-
able future.

Following are more detailed descriptions of each of the four specific NNSA appro-
priations.

NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION BUDGET OVERVIEW

The President’s budget request for the NNSA contains budget information for 5
years as required by section 3253 of Public Law 106—-065, entitled Future-Years Nu-
clear Security Program (FYNSP). The FYNSP projects $57.9 billion for NNSA pro-
grams through fiscal year 2015. While the funding necessary to support the Presi-
dent’s commitment to lead an international effort to secure vulnerable nuclear mate-
rials throughout the world is focused in the near term, major longer term funding
commitments are needed in other NNSA programs. The Secretaries of the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD) and the Department of Energy (DOE) agree that it is nec-
essary to modernize the nuclear security infrastructure of the United States, and
this will require the investments over the long-term reflected in the FYNSP. Mod-
ernization of the infrastructure, including major capital projects, is needed to ensure
safe, secure, sustainable and cost-effective operations in support of scientific and
manufacturing activities. It is also necessary to bolster key scientific, technical and
manufacturing capabilities needed to ensure that the U.S. nuclear weapons stock-
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pile remains safe, secure and effective while avoiding the requirement for new nu-
clear tests. Increased outyear resources are also included for major new deliverables
in support of the nuclear navy, including reactor plant development for the OHIO-
class replacement submarine, core manufacturing for and refueling of the technology
demonstration land-based prototype, and initial planning for the recapitalization of
spent nuclear fuel infrastructure.

NNSA PROGRAM SUMMARIES

The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget request for the NNSA is $11.2 billion, a
13.4 percent increase over the fiscal year 2010 appropriated level. Out-year projec-
tions meet the requirements for significant long-term investments in the nuclear se-
curity enterprise deliverables, capabilities and infrastructure.

Weapons Activities Appropriation

The request for this appropriation is $7.0 billion; an increase of 9.8 percent over
the fiscal year 2010 appropriated level. This level is sustained and increased in the
later out-years.

Although no change to the existing program budget structure within this appro-
priation 1s proposed in this budget, we will address the current programs within the
Weapons Activities appropriation in four related components:

—Stockpile Support (Directed Stockpile Work, Readiness Campaign);

—Science, Technology and Engineering (Science Campaign, Engineering Cam-
paign, Inertial Confinement Fusion and High Yield Campaign, Advanced Sim-
Ellation and Computing Campaign, Science, Technology and Engineering Capa-

ility);

—Infrastructure (Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities, Secure Transpor-
tation Asset, Facilities and Infrastructure Recapitalization Program, Site Stew-
ardship); and

—Security and Nuclear Counterterrorism (Defense Nuclear Security, Cyber Secu-
rity, Nuclear Counterterrorism Incident Response).

Increased funding is requested for programs in Stockpile Support, for Scientific,
Technology and Engineering activities related to maintenance assessment and cer-
tification capabilities for the stockpile, and for critical infrastructure improvements.
The Security and Nuclear Counterterrorism component decreases about 3 percent
from the fiscal year 2010 appropriated levels, attributable to continuing efficiencies
in the Defense Nuclear Security programs budget.

This multi-year increase reflects the President’s commitment to maintain the safe-
ty, security and effectiveness of the nuclear deterrent without underground nuclear
testing, consistent with the principles of the Stockpile Management Program out-
lined in section 3113(a)(2) of the National Defense Authorization Act of fiscal year
2010 (50 U.S.C. 2524). The nuclear security requirements driving this budget re-
quest include improvements to the safety and security of the enduring stockpile; a
strengthened science, technology, and engineering base; and a recapitalized physical
infrastructure. The enterprise must also be responsive to an arguably more complex
future national defense environment than the singular cold-war context within
which the legacy deterrent was built.

The President’s budget request provides funding necessary to protect and advance
the scientific capabilities at the U.S. national security laboratories—including the
ability to maintain the nuclear deterrent as well as development and engineering
expertise and capabilities—through a stockpile stewardship program that fully exer-
cises these capabilities.

This budget request is responsive to fiscal year 2010 Congressional direction to
carry out a Stockpile Management Program in support of stockpile stewardship that
provides for effective management of the weapons in the nuclear weapons stockpile.
This program will strengthen the stockpile activities, including life extension pro-
grams and surveillance; strengthen science, technology and engineering, including
the workforce; and modernize the aging infrastructure, particularly special nuclear
nlla(tierials capabilities. The key objectives of the Stockpile Management Program in-
clude:

—Increase the reliability, safety, and security of the stockpile;

—Further reduce the likelihood of the need to resume underground nuclear test-

ing;

—Achieve further reductions in the future size of the stockpile;

—Reduce the risk of an accidental detonation; and

—Reduce the risk of an element of the stockpile being used by a person or entity
hostile to the United States, its vital interests, or its allies.

The Stockpile Support component of this appropriation includes Directed Stockpile

Work and the supporting Readiness Campaign. The President’s budget request is
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$2.0 billion, an increase of 25.2 percent over the fiscal year 2010 appropriation. This
provides for the Stockpile Management Program, including surveillance, mainte-
nance, assembly, disassembly and dismantlement activities, and will fully support
the ongoing Life Extension Programs for the W76 warhead and the refurbishment
of the B61 bomb. The budget request will enhance surveillance efforts, and ensure
that capabilities and capacity are available so that future warhead life extension
programs will allow for increased margin and enhanced warhead safety, security
and control. The request will initiate a study in fiscal year 2011 to evaluate future
options and approaches to maintaining the W78, consistent with the principles of
the Stockpile Management Program defined in section 3113(a)(2) of the National De-
fense Authorization Act of fiscal year 2010 (50 U.S.C. 2524).

The Science, Technology and Engineering (STE) component of this appropriation
includes the Science Campaign, Engineering Campaign, Inertial Confinement Fu-
sion and High Yield Campaign, Advanced Simulation and Computing Campaign,
and Science, Technology and Engineering Capability. The President’s budget request
of $1.6 billion is an increase of 10.4 percent over the fiscal year 2010 appropriation
and will restore sufficient funds for the science and technology base that supports
stockpile assessment and certification in the absence of nuclear testing. Within this
request, the Inertial Confinement Fusion and High Yield Campaign is requested at
$481.5 million. Construction of the National Ignition Facility (NIF) was completed
in fiscal year 2009, and the first in a series of ignition experiments beginning in
the summer of 2010 will attempt to compress, implode, and ignite a layered deute-
rium-tritium capsule with a ~1.3 megajoule energy pulse from the NIF. Regardless
of the specific status of ignition, fiscal year 2011 will present a very demanding
agenda of work in the ignition effort. Results from the first ignition experiments in
2010 will be analyzed in detail, and the intensive process of tuning laser and target
parameters for optimum performance will continue toward development of a robust
ignition platform by the end of 2012. The NIF is designed to provide critical sci-
entific data to support the stockpile without underground nuclear testing.

Computation and simulation underpin all of our science, technology and engineer-
ing, and are pervasive throughout the activities in the nuclear security enterprise.
The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget request of $616 million for the Advanced
Simulation and Computing Campaign will enable a stronger simulation program
and inject a renewed scientific rigor back into the program. Developing robust peer
review among the national security laboratories as we move away from the test base
experience is essential to being able to maintain a stockpile without underground
testing. Comprehensive uncertainty quantification calculations in 3D will provide
the confidence necessary to make reliable progress toward the predictive capability
necessary to address stockpile aging issues. In the next decade, predictive capability
and specific warhead simulation deliverables will demand ever more powerful and
sophisticated simulation environments. This request will position the national secu-
rity laboratories to take advantage of future platform architectures to more effi-
ciently steward the stockpile.

Also within the STE component, the new subprogram to provide collaborative ef-
forts in intelligence analysis, which was created in response to congressional fund-
ing in the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2009, continues in fiscal year 2011.
This subprogram provides a focal point for science, technology and engineering in
NNSA, and will facilitate a point of entry for the wider national security community
into NNSA’s programs and facilities. The fiscal year 2009 supplemental funding pro-
vided for laboratory efforts in intelligence analysis. The fiscal year 2011 request will
support NNSA’s commitment to a 5 year Memorandum of Understanding with the
Defense Threat Reduction Agency for national security research and development of
mutual interest. At this time, the defined focus areas of mutual interest are: Ad-
vanced Science and Forensics, Experimental Capabilities, Science Based Output, Ac-
tive Interrogation of Special Nuclear Material, and Nuclear Weapons Effects Mod-
eling and Simulation.

The Infrastructure component of the appropriation includes Readiness in Tech-
nical Base and Facilities, Secure Transportation Asset, Facilities and Infrastructure
Recapitalization Program, and Site Stewardship. The President’s budget request is
$2.3 billion, a 4.8 percent increase over the fiscal year 2010 level. Transformation
and maintenance of supporting physical infrastructure for the nuclear security en-
terprise is a high priority in the upcoming FYNSP. Along with the funding to sup-
port the ongoing operations of the Government-owned, contractor operated labora-
tories and manufacturing facilities, the President’s budget request includes funding
for major long-term construction projects needed to restore critical capabilities in
plutonium and uranium essential to the Stockpile Management program.

The President’s budget request includes funding to complete the design and begin
construction of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Replacement—Nu-
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clear Facility at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. This facility conducts pluto-
nium research and development and provides analytical capabilities in support of
pit surveillance and production. The facility will also support the broad range of
NNSA’s nuclear security missions, including: (1) stockpile stewardship; (2) nuclear
nonproliferation and disarmament; (3) arms control treaty monitoring; (4) nuclear
forensics; and, (5) counterterrorism and emergency response. Current planning
schedules full operation in 2022. A related project is requested to improve the safety
profile at the adjoining PF—4 facility. The budget request also includes funding for
continuing the design and construction planning of the Uranium Processing Facility
at the Y-12 National Security Complex to support production and surveillance of
highly-enriched uranium components. This facility is also planned to achieve full op-
erations by 2022.

Maintaining and improving the current infrastructure is also an important pri-
ority for NNSA. The Facilities and Infrastructure Recapitalization Program is con-
tinuing to reduce the deferred maintenance backlog as it proceeds toward its
planned conclusion in 2013. Increased funding is provided for the Site Stewardship
program that integrates institutional/landlord functions for our sites, including reg-
ulatory-driven long-term Stewardship, Nuclear Materials Consolidation, and energy
efficiency projects.

The Security and Nuclear Counterterrorism component of the appropriation in-
cludes Defense Nuclear Security, Cyber Security, and Nuclear Counterterrorism In-
cident Response. The President’s budget request for these programs is $1.1 billion,
which, except for a 5 percent increase in Nuclear Counterterrorism and Incident Re-
sponse, represents an overall 3.2 percent decrease from fiscal year 2010 appro-
priated levels. The decrease reflects efficiencies expected to be gained from risk-in-
formed decisions identified through the Defense Nuclear Security program’s Zero-
Based Security Review, consistent with implementation of the Graded Security Pro-
tection Policy.

Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation Appropriation

The request for this appropriation is $2.7 billion; an increase of 25.8 percent over
the fiscal year 2010 appropriated level. The increase is driven by the imperative for
U.S. leadership in nonproliferation initiatives both here and abroad, including the
consolidation of fissile materials disposition activities into this account. In addition
to the programs funded solely by the NNSA, our programs support the Department
of Energy mission to protect our national security by preventing the spread of nu-
clear weapons and nuclear materials to terrorist organizations and rogue states.
These efforts are implemented in part through the Global Partnership against the
Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction, formed at the G8
Kananaskis Summit in June 2002, and the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Ter-
rorism, launched in Rabat, Morocco, in October 2006.

The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget request reflects support for the President’s
direction to secure vulnerable nuclear materials around the world in 4 years. The
International Nuclear Materials Protection and Cooperation (MPC&A) program in-
creases by 3 percent to support selective new security upgrades to buildings and
areas that were added to the cooperation after the Bratislava summit, additional
Second Line of Defense sites, sustainability of MPC&A upgrades, and continued ex-
pansion of nuclear and radiological material removal. The Global Threat Reduction
Initiative increases by 68 percent to support an increase in reactor conversions and
shutdowns, acceleration of domestic production capability of Molybdenum-99, and an
acceleration of the removal and disposition of high-priority, vulnerable nuclear ma-
terials in full support of the President’s nuclear security agenda. The Fissile Mate-
rials Disposition program increases by 47 percent reflecting continuing domestic
construction on the MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility, and the design and construction
of two major supporting facilities.

The NNSA’s nonproliferation programs seek to secure nuclear materials world-
wide that could be used for weapons and to convert such materials for peaceful ap-
plications, and, through the Second Line of Defense Program, provide the tools for
partner countries to detect and interdict smuggling of these materials across inter-
national borders.

The Nuclear Nonproliferation Research and Development (R&D) activities seek to
improve detection of nuclear material production and movement through advanced
R&D. The program draws on the vast technical expertise of the NNSA and DOE
national laboratories, as well as academia and industry, the program delivers solu-
tions to the hardest technical nuclear security challenges. Focusing on nuclear de-
tection instrumentation development that is tightly coordinated across Federal and
international agencies, these advanced detection techniques are a significant con-
tributor to the U.S. ability to detect foreign nuclear materials production as well as
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the illicit movement of those materials. Further, the R&D program provides the
backbone for advances in U.S. and international capabilities to monitor nuclear-re-
lated treaty obligations. In keeping with the President’s commitment for verifiable
treaties, the R&D program’s fiscal year 2011 budget request increases by 10 percent
over the current year to include a more robust set of testing and evaluation activi-
ties to demonstrate new U.S. treaty monitoring capabilities.

The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget request has consolidated all of the funding
requests for the Fissile Materials Disposition activities within the Defense Nuclear
Nonproliferation appropriation. The current funding for both the MOX Fuel Fabrica-
tion Facility and Waste Solidification Building projects were moved in the fiscal
year 2010 appropriation, and the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility project
has been moved back to Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation appropriation starting in
fiscal year 2011. The DOE has decided to explore a proposed combination of the Of-
fice of Environmental Management Plutonium Preparation Project and the Pit Dis-
assembly and Conversion Project in a single project located in an existing K-Area
Facility at the Savannah River Site. This activity will be evaluated using the De-
partment’s project management order, DOE O 413, and will move toward a Critical
Decision 1 (approval of alternative selection and cost range).

The United States continues to work with the Russian Federation on plutonium
disposition in Russia pursuant to the Plutonium Management and Disposition
Agreement reached in September 2000. Congress had appropriated $200 million in
a fiscal year 1999 Supplemental Appropriation to support Russian plutonium dis-
position activities; however, $207 million of this and other funding for this program
was rescinded in fiscal year 2008 due to lack of progress in Russia. The fiscal year
2011 request includes $100 million of the U.S. commitment to provide $400 million
to support plutonium disposition in Russia once a Protocol amending the 2000
Agreement, related liability provisions, and a monitoring and inspection regime is
signed. The balance of more than $2 billion in remaining cost associated with Rus-
sian plutonium disposition would be borne by Russia and non-U.S. contributions.

Naval Reactors Appropriation

The request for this appropriation is $1.1 billion; an increase of 13.3 percent over
the fiscal year 2010 appropriated level. The program directly supports the U.S.
Navy’s nuclear fleet, which encompasses all Navy submarines and aircraft carriers.
The nuclear fleet is comprised of 54 attack submarines, 14 ballistic missile sub-
marines, 4 guided missile submarines, and 11 aircraft carriers. These ships, and
their consistent forward presence, are relied on every day, all over the world, to pro-
tect our national interests.

Naval Reactors has a long history of providing safe and reliable Naval nuclear
propulsion. This requires continual analysis for prompt identification of leading indi-
cators from fleet operations and careful engineering to assure prudent, yet timely
modernization, and scrupulous maintenance. Over the last decade, funding for these
successful endeavors has been relatively constant. The onset of unavoidable, nondis-
cretionary requirements for spent reactor fuel processing and replacement, and
maintenance and disposal of an aging support infrastructure has required continued
rebalancing of funding priorities. Those priorities coupled with new challenges ne-
cessitated the additional funding included in the budget request. Increases in the
fiscal year 2011 President’s budget request support three key deliverables—the
OHIO-class submarine replacement reactor plant, the refueling of the land-based
prototype located in New York, and the Expended Core Facility at the Naval Reac-
tors Facility located on the Idaho National Laboratory.

The most survivable leg of the Nation’s strategic deterrent, the OHIO-class bal-
listic missile submarines are reaching the end of their operational life. Propulsion
plant design and development efforts began in 2010 to support Navy procurement
of reactor plant components in 2017, for ship construction starting in 2019. This
schedule for development is consistent with previous designs. Key technical chal-
lenges include an effort to lower total ownership costs while maintaining the tradi-
tionally high operational availability of this new ship. The most important challenge
to meet this is a life-of-the-ship reactor core.

The DOE land-based prototype reactor, which has served the Program’s needs for
R&D and training since 1978, requires refueling in 2017. The reactor provides a
cost-effective test platform for new technologies and components before they are in-
troduced for Fleet applications, supports testing and evaluation of materials, and
provides a vital training platform for reactor plant operators. The land-based proto-
type refueling will also provide key technical data for the OHIO-class submarine re-
placement, since the reactor core work to support the refueling will also support the
core manufacturing development for the OHIO-class replacement. This approach is
based on Naval Reactors’ extensive experience in reactor design—taking advantage
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of the prototype refueling opportunity to proof-test new manufacturing techniques
for reactor fuel cladding material never previously used by the Navy. This will re-
duce technical risk in manufacturing the OHIO-class replacement life-of-the-ship
core.

The Expended Core Facility (ECF) is the central location for naval spent nuclear
fuel receipt, inspection, dissection, packaging, and secure dry storage, as well as de-
tailed examination of spent cores and irradiated specimens. The existing facility is
more than 50 years old, and its mission has evolved significantly over time. While
serviceable, it no longer efficiently supports the nuclear Fleet or the work required
to meet the agreements we have with the State of Idaho for naval spent fuel. To
minimize risks associated with an aging facility and support the timely refueling
and defueling of nuclear-powered warships, construction is targeted to begin by
2015. Uninterrupted ECF receipt of naval spent nuclear fuel is vital to the timely,
constant throughput of ship refuelings and return of these capital warships to the
Fleet. The mission need statement for this project has been approved, and concep-
tual design and alternative analysis efforts began in 2010.

Office of the Administrator Appropriation

The request for this appropriation is $448.3 million; an increase of 6.5 percent
over the fiscal year 2010 appropriated level. This appropriation provides for the Fed-
eral staff and related support for the NNSA Headquarters and field organizations.
The Federal personnel level for fiscal year 2011 is projected at 1,970 Full Time
Equivalents, essentially level with the expectation for fiscal year 2010. Implicit in
the request is a 1.4 percent cost of living adjustment and a 3.3 percent increase for
performance-based salary increases, awards, and benefit escalation associated with
the Federal workforce. Other increases reflect full funding for NNSA site office
space requirements across the Nuclear Security Enterprise, funds for new building
maintenance and lease requirements, and expansion of NNSA international offices
for the NNSA’s nonproliferation programs.

NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION—APPROPRIATION AND PROGRAM SUM-
MARY TABLES—OUT-YEAR APPROPRIATION SUMMARY TABLE—FISCAL YEAR 2011 BUDG-
ET TABLES

NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION—OQVERVIEW—APPROPRIATION SUMMARY

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 Fiscal Year 2010 Fiscal Year 2011
Actual Appropriation Current Appropriation Request
National Nuclear Security Administration:
Office of the Administrator ..........cccccoovvveererenrrennene 439,190 420,754 448,267
Weapons Activities 6,410,000 6,384,431 7,008,835
Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation ...........cccccovvvuneee. 1,545,071 2,136,709 2,687,167
[non-add MOX Project funded in other appropria-
tions] [278,879] (1) (1)
Naval Reactors 828,054 945,133 1,070,486
Total, NNSA 9,222,315 9,887,027 11,214,755
Transfer of prior year balances—OMB scoring —10,000 | oo
Total, NNSA 9,877,027 | oo

IN/A.

OUT-YEAR APPROPRIATION SUMMARY—NNSA FUTURE-YEARS NUCLEAR SECURITY PROGRAM
(FYNSP)

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
NNSA:
Office of the Administrator ... 448,267 426,424 430,726 435,069 448,498
Weapons Activities 7,008,835 7,032,672 7,082,146 7,400,966 7,648,200
Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation .. 2,687,167 2,507,191 2,715,191 2,833,243 2,956,328
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OUT-YEAR APPROPRIATION SUMMARY—NNSA FUTURE-YEARS NUCLEAR SECURITY PROGRAM
(FYNSP)—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Naval Reactors ........ccoomveermereenneeernreeenns 1,070,486 1,099,734 1,171,178 1,226,017 1,310,530
Total, NNSA ... 11,214,755 | 11,066,021 11,399,241 11,895,295 | 12,363,556

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR—OVERVIEW—APPROPRIATION SUMMARY BY PROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 Fiscal Year 2010 Fiscal Year 2011
Actual Appropriation Current Appropriation ! Request
Office of the Administrator:
Office of the Administrator 415,878 418,074 448,267
Congressionally Directed Projects . 23,312 13,000
Use of Prior Year Balances —10,320
Total, Office of the Administrator ... 439,190 420,754 448,267
Transfer of Prior Year Balances — 10,000 | oo
Total, OMB Scoring 439,190 410,754 448,267

LIn accordance with Public Law 111-85, $10,000,000 of Office of the Administrator prior year balances have been transferred to Non-De-
fense Environmental Cleanup for cleanup efforts at the Argonne National Laboratory.

Public Law Authorization

Energy and Water Development and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2010
(Public Law 111-85).

Fiscal year 2009 Omnibus Appropriations Act (Public Law 111-8).

National Nuclear Security Administration Act (Public Law 106-65), as amended.

OUT-YEAR APPROPRIATION SUMMARY

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Office of the Administrator 426,424 430,726 435,069 448,498

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR—CONGRESSIONALLY DIRECTED PROJECTS—FUNDING PROFILE BY
SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 | Fiscal Year 2011

Congressionally Directed Projects 23,312 13,000

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES—OVERVIEW—TFUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

FiscalA:tEuagl 2009 FiscaICL‘l(r?th[)lO Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Weapons Activities:

Directed Stockpile Work 1,590,152 1,505,859 1,898,379
Science Campaign 316,690 295,646 365,222
Engineering Campaign 150,000 150,000 141,920
Inertial Confinement Fusion Ignition and High Yield Campaign ..... 436,915 457,915 481,548
Advanced Simulation and Computing Campaign .......ccc.ccocveervnnec. 556,125 567,625 615,748
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WEAPONS ACTIVITIES—OVERVIEW—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Flscal‘t\gteuaarI 2009 FlscaICL‘l(r?th[)lO Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Readiness Campaign 160,620 100,000 112,092
Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities .........c..ccccoeverriieeincnns 1,674,406 1,842,870 1,848,970
Secure Transportation Asset 214,439 234915 248,045
Nuclear Counterrorism Incident RESPONSE ........evveervvrvevreeniiiniinnns 215,278 221,936 233,134
Facilities and Infrastructure Recapitalization Program ................... 147,449 93,922 94,000
Site Stewardship 61,288 105,478
Environmental Projects and Operations ............ccccoeemeenneirnecnseens 38,596
Defense Nuclear Security 735,208 769,044 719,954
Cyber Security 121,286 122,511 124,345
Science, Technology and Engineering Capability ..........cccccoovverrnnnes 30,000 | oo 20,000
Congressionally Directed Projects 22,836 3,000
Use/Rescission of Prior Year Balances —42,100
Total, Weapons Activities 6,410,000 6,384,431 7,008,835

Public Law Authorization

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law 111-84).
Energy and Water Development and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2010

(Public Law 111-85).

National Nuclear Security Administration Act, (Public Law 106-65), as amended.

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Weapons Activities:

Directed Stockpile Work 1,900,736 1,999,470 2,240,139 2,346,254
Science Campaign 397,460 418,823 416,199 394,766
Engineering Campaign 149,737 134,996 144,920 145,739
Inertial Confinement Fusion Ignition and High Yield Cam-

paign 430,451 475,597 470,994 484,812
Advanced Simulation and Computing Campaign ............... 622,940 616,257 615,420 633,134
Readiness Campaign 81,697 70,747 69,854 72,584
Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities ...................... 1,872,546 1,841,325 1,926,568 1,997,764
Secure Transportation Asset 251,272 249,456 252,869 261,521
Nuclear Counterrorism Incident Response ...........ccceeveunee 222914 222,508 235,300 237,986
Facilities and Infrastructure Recapitalization Program ...... 94,000 94,000 | oo | s
Site Stewardship 101,929 103,536 174,071 205,802
Defense Nuclear Security 730,944 729,609 728,925 740,649
Cyber Security 126,046 125,822 125,707 127,189

Total, Weapons Activities 7,032,672 7,082,146 7,400,966 7,648,200

DIRECTED STOCKPILE WORK—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 "
RS Ak F|scaR| Year t2011
Appropriation Appropriation eques
Directed Stockpile Work:
Life Extension Programs:
B61 Life Extension Program 1,854
W76 Life Extension Program 203,189 223,196 249,463
Subtotal, Life Extension Programs ...........ccccoeueverrerenenns 205,043 223,196 249,463
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DIRECTED STOCKPILE WORK—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal’t\zteuaar| 2009 FiscalchﬁgrrnZOIO Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Stockpile Systems:
B61 Stockpile Systems 90,204 91,956 317,136
W62 Stockpile Systems 1,500
W76 Stockpile Systems 63,219 56,554 64,521
W78 Stockpile Systems 40,347 48,311 85,898
W80 Stockpile Systems 30,712 27,398 34,193
B83 Stockpile Systems 26,938 33,502 39,349
W87 Stockpile Systems 40,949 48,139 62,603
W88 Stockpile Systems 43,928 51,940 45,666
Subtotal, Stockpile Systems 337,797 357,800 649,366
Weapons Dismantlement and Disposition:
99-D-141-01 Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility—
SRS 24,883
99-D-141-02 Waste Solidification Building—SRS ... 40,000
Weapons Dismantlement and Disposition 52,695 96,100 58,025
Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility—0&M ... 69,351
Subtotal, Weapons Dismantlement and Disposition ........... 186,929 96,100 58,025
Stockpile Services:
Production Support 308,806 300,037 309,761
Research & Development Support 35,049 37,071 38,582
Research & Development Certification and Safety . 169,403 166,523 209,053
Management, Technology, and Production 192,072 183,223 193,811
Plutonium Capability 155,053
Plutonium Sustainment 141,909 190,318
Subtotal, Stockpile Services 860,383 828,763 941,525
Total, Directed Stockpile WOk .......cooeeveerreecreeereereris 1,590,152 1,505,859 1,898,379

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015

Directed Stockpile Work:
Life Extension Programs:
W76 Life Extension Program .........cccocoeevemrvrnioenns 255,000 255,000 255,000 255,000

Subtotal, Life Extension Programs .. 255,000 255,000 255,000 255,000

Stockpile Systems:

B61 Stockpile Systems 337,851 394,027 437,518 512,296

W76 Stockpile Systems 56,418 58,312 55,396 54,038

W78 Stockpile Systems 104,964 156,340 346,923 345,359

W80 Stockpile Systems 31,627 34,566 35,974 36,621

B83 Stockpile Systems 37,160 38,294 42,621 42,059

W87 Stockpile Systems 67,754 64,924 51,898 50,433

W88 Stockpile Systems 61,229 65,094 69,777 68,648
Subtotal, Stockpile SyStems ............cccooeevverrimnrrrinns 697,003 811,557 1,040,107 1,109,454
Weapons Dismantlement and Disposition ..........ccccccovevues 53,327 48,446 58,102 60,089

Stockpile Services:
Production Support 288,227 271,067 265,429 274,509
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OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Research & Development Support .........cccocovvvvevenncec. 35,044 34,667 35,497 36,711
Research & Development Certification and Safety ... 207,133 213,923 214,632 222,777
Management, Technology, and Production ................. 202,020 196,676 198,660 205,454
Plutonium Sustainment ..........ccccoovvveevveeereriierieiens 162,982 168,134 172,712 182,260
Subtotal, Stockpile SErViCes ........ccoorrvrnrriernrrirnnes 895,406 884,467 886,930 921,711
Total, Directed Stockpile WOrK ........coccovevvvverriernnee 1,900,736 1,999,470 2,240,139 2,346,254

SCIENCE CAMPAIGN—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 3
s e 2009 | Fse e 2010 | v 201
Appropriation Appropriation eques
Science Campaign:

Advanced Certification 19,400 19,400 76,972
Primary Assessment Technologies 80,181 83,181 85,723

Dynamic Plutonium Experiments 23,022
Dynamic Materials Properties 83,231 86,617 96,984
Advanced Radiography 28,535 28,535 23,594
Secondary Assessment Technologies 76,913 77,913 81,949

Test Readiness 5,408
Total, Science Campaign 316,690 295,646 365,222

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM
[In thousands of dollars]
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Science Campaign:

Advanced Certification 104,704 129,481 129,978 98,908
Primary Assessment Technologies ... 86,253 85,248 84,327 87,165
Dynamic Materials Properties 97,114 95,980 94,945 98,144
Advanced Radiography 27,132 26,816 26,528 27,421
Secondary Assessment Technologies .........cocoevvevvereriennns 82,257 81,298 80,421 83,128
Total, Science Campaign 397,460 418,823 416,199 394,766

ENGINEERING CAMPAIGN—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fisca[t\zteua?lrl 2009 FiscaICl;(rei:rrﬂZOIO Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Engineering Campaign:

Enhanced Surety 46,111 42,000 42,429
Weapon Systems Engineering Assessment Technology ................... 16,593 18,000 13,530
Nuclear Survivability 21,100 21,000 19,786
Enhanced Surveillance 66,196 69,000 66,175
Total, Engineering Campaign 150,000 150,000 141,920
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OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Engineering Campaign:
Enhanced Surety 44,019 43,699 48,851 50,523
Weapon Systems Engineering Assessment Technology ....... 16,533 15,199 19,730 20,404
Nuclear Survivability 20,627 18,550 10,334 10,687
Enhanced Surveillance 68,558 57,548 66,005 64,125
Total, Engineering Campaign ........cc.ccocevevvervvemrrrnrienns 149,737 134,996 144,920 145,739

INERTIAL CONFINEMENT FUSION IGNITION AND HIGH YIELD CAMPAIGN—FUNDING PROFILE BY

SUBPROGRAM
[In thousands of dollars]
Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 )
3 gy 208 | P e 200 il v 201
Appropriation Appropriation eques
Inertial Confinement Fusion Ignition and High Yield Campaign:
Ignition 100,535 106,734 109,506
NIF Diagnostics, Cryogenics, and Experimental Support . 66,201 72,252 102,649
Pulsed Power Inertial Confinement Fusion 8,652 5,000 5,000
Joint Program in High Energy Density Laboratory Plasmas . 3,053 4,000 4,000
Facility Operations and Target Production .. 203,282 269,929 260,393
NIF Assembly and Installation Program 55,192
Total, Inertial Confinement Fusion Ignition and High Yield
Campaign 436,915 457,915 481,548
OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM
[In thousands of dollars]
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Inertial Confinement Fusion Ignition and High Yield Campaign:
Ignition 110,222 74,410 71,479 73,886
Support of Other Stockpile Programs ............ccccooeemeinnrinns 17,240 39,637 35,522 49,154
NIF Diagnostics, Cryogenics, and Experimental Support ... 74,104 83,878 82,921 76,117
Pulsed Power Inertial Confinement Fusion ..........cccccoeeenee 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Joint Program in High Energy Density Laboratory Plas-
mas 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
Facility Operations and Target Production .........ccccoevvunee.. 269,885 268,672 272,072 276,655
Total, Inertial Confinement Fusion Ignition and High
Yield Campaign 480,451 475,597 470,994 484,812

ADVANCED SIMULATION AND COMPUTING CAMPAIGN—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal‘t\gteuaarI 2009 Fisca(llll(ﬁgrrﬂZOLO Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Advanced Simulation and Computing Campaign:

Integrated Codes 138,917 140,882 165,947
Physics and Engineering Models 49,284 61,189 62,798
Verification and Validation 50,184 50,882 54,781
Computational Systems and Software Environment ... 156,733 159,022 175,833
Facility Operations and User Support 161,007 155,650 156,389
Total, Advanced Simulation and Computing Campaign ............. 556,125 567,625 615,748
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OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Advanced Simulation and Computing Campaign:
Integrated Codes 167,327 163,752 163,887 168,143
Physics and Engineering Models ........ccccooeveveirsrinniinnninn 66,541 65,019 64,626 66,438
Verification and Validation 54,168 52,879 52,300 53,835
Computational Systems and Software Environment ........... 175,833 175,833 175,833 180,912
Facility Operations and User Support ........ccccoevvovevvevirnnn. 159,071 158,774 158,774 163,806
Total, Advanced Simulation and Computing Cam-
paign 622,940 616,257 615,420 633,134

READINESS CAMPAIGN—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 )
3 gy 208 | P e 200 il v 201
Appropriation Appropriation eques
Readiness Campaign:
Stockpile Readiness 27,869 5,746 18,941
High Explosives and Weapon Operations ..............cccooeevrevesrevnnnnns 8,581 4,608 3,000
Nonnuclear Readiness 32,545 12,701 21,864
Tritium Readiness 70,409 68,246 50,187
Advanced Design and Production Technologies ..........cccccocvvevunnee. 21,216 8,699 18,100
Total, Readiness Campaign 160,620 100,000 112,092
OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM
[In thousands of dollars]
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Readiness Campaign:
Tritium Readiness 81,697 70,747 69,854 72,584
Total, Readiness Campaign .........cccccoveveeererereerierirerns 81,697 70,747 69,854 72,584

READINESS IN TECHNICAL BASE AND FACILITIES—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fisca[t\zteuagl 2009 FiscaICl;(re;:;tZOIO Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities:

Operations of Facilities:
Kansas City Plant 89,871 156,056 186,102
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory . 82,605 86,670 80,106
Los Alamos National Laboratory 289,169 311,776 318,464
Nevada Test Site 92,203 79,583 80,077
Pantex 101,230 131,602 121,254
Sandia National Laboratory 123,992 104,133 117,369
Savannah River Site 92,762 128,580 92,722
Y—12 National Security COMPIEX .....cccorrverrirerireeieeiisneieniis 235,397 229,774 220,927
Institutional Site Support 56,102 120,129 40,970
Subtotal, Operations of Facilities ..........ccccoevemrrvrrrerinns 1,163,331 1,348,303 1,257,991
Program Readiness 71,626 73,021 69,309
Material Recycle and Recovery 70,334 69,542 70,429
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READINESS IN TECHNICAL BASE AND FACILITIES—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM—

Continued
[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 "
RS Ak F|scaR| Year t2011
Appropriation Appropriation eques
Containers 22,696 23,392 27,992
Storage 31,951 24,708 24,233
Subtotal, Operations and Maintenance ..........ccccoveveeeveivereennnns 1,359,938 1,538,966 1,449,954
Construction 314,468 303,904 399,016
Total, Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities .........c.......... 1,674,406 1,842,870 1,848,970
OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM
[In thousands of dollars]
Fiscal year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities:

Operations of Facilities 1,178,512 1,129,208 1,061,276 1,097,791
Program Readiness 48,492 47,998 63,541 65,713
Material Recycle and Recovery ... 61,678 63,673 63,386 65,554
Containers 22,043 23,100 22,971 23,757
Storage 19,535 21,425 21,942 22,693
Subtotal, Operations and Maintenance ..........cccccevvveenne 1,330,260 1,285,404 1,233,116 1,275,508
Construction 542,286 555,921 693,452 722,256
Total, Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities ........ 1,872,546 1,841,325 1,926,568 1,997,764

SECURE TRANSPORTATION ASSET—OVERVIEW FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010

Fiscal Year 2011

Actual C t
Apprgerliaation Apprg[)rreigtmn Request
Secure Transportation Asset (STA):
Operations and Equipment 127,701 138,772 149,018
Program Direction 86,738 96,143 99,027
Total, Secure Transportation ASSet ........ccccoeeverereeienrisniiierinnnns 214,439 234915 248,045
OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM
[In thousands of dollars]
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Operations and Equipment:
Operations and Equipment 149,274 144,398 144,660 150,066
Program Direction 101,998 105,058 108,209 111,455
Total, Operations and Equipment ..........ccoccoeriemiinnrirnnns 251,272 249,456 252,869 261,521
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SECURE TRANSPORTATION ASSET—OPERATIONS AND EQUIPMENT—FUNDING PROFILE BY
SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 "
RS Ak F|scaR| Year t2011
Appropriation Appropriation eques
Operations and Equipment:
Mission Capacity 70,107 75,038 84,010
Security/Safety Capability 20,617 26,472 27,001
Infrastructure and C5 Systems 25,978 23,217 23,681
Program Management 10,999 14,045 14,326
Total, Operations and Equipment 127,701 138,772 149,018
OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM
[In thousands of dollars]
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Operations and Equipment:
Mission Capacity 82,966 76,764 75,672 79,699
Security/Safety Capability 27,541 28,092 28,654 29,227
Infrastructure and C5 SyStems .........cccccoovvemvveerrverrerrnn. 24,155 24,638 25,131 25,633
Program Manag t 14,612 14,904 15,203 15,507
Total, Operations and Equipment 149,274 144,398 144,660 150,066

SECURE TRANSPORTATION ASSET—PROGRAM DIRECTION—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[Dollars in thousands]

Fiscal‘t\gteuaarI 2009 Fisca(llll(ﬁgrrﬂzom Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Program Direction:
Salaries and Benefits $75,226 $81,225 $83,311
Travel $10,188 $411,331 $7,746
Other Related Expenses $1,324 $3,587 $7.970
Total, Program Direction $86,738 $96,143 $99,027
Total, Full Time Equivalents 570 647 637
OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM
[Dollars in thousands]
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Program Direction:
Salaries and Benefits $85,781 $88,323 $90,943 $93,641
Travel $7,980 $8,218 $8,465 $8,719
Other Related Expenses $8,237 $8,517 $8,801 $9,095
Total, Program Direction $101,998 $105,058 $108,209 $111,455
Total, Full Time EQUIVAlENtS ......coovvvrereeeririesieiis 637 637 637 637
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NUCLEAR COUNTERRORISM INCIDENT RESPONSE—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands for dollars]

Flscalt\zteuagl 2009 FlscaICl;(re;:;tZOIO Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Nuclear Counterterrorism Incident Response (Homeland Security):!

Emergency Response (Homeland Security) ! 132,918 139,048 134,092
National Technical Nuclear Forensics (Homeland Security) ! 12,557 10,217 11,698
Emergency Management (Homeland Security) ! 7,428 1,726 7,494
Operations Support (Homeland Security) ! 8,207 8,536 8,675
International Emergency Management and Cooperation . 4,515 7,181 7,139
Nuclear Counterterrorism (Homeland Security) ! 49,653 49,228 64,036
Total, Nuclear Counterterrorism Incident Response ................... 215,278 221,936 233,134

10ffice of Management and Budget (OMB) Homeland Security designations.

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015

Nuclear Counterterrorism Incident Response:

Emergency Response (Homeland Security) 1 ........ccc.cocoo.c.... 137,715 138,359 139,504 141,107
National Technical Nuclear Forensics (Homeland Secu-

rity) ! 11,589 11,694 11,577 11,828
Emergency Management (Homeland Security) ! ... . 7,129 6,629 6,505 6,694
Operations Support (Homeland Security) 8,691 8,799 8,749 9,000
International Emergency Management and Cooperation ... 7,129 7,139 7,032 1,275
Nuclear Counterterrorism (Homeland Security) ! ................ 50,661 49,888 61,933 62,082

Total, Nuclear Counterterrorism Incident Response ....... 222914 222,508 235,300 237,986

10ffice of Management and Budget (OMB) Homeland Security designations.

FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE RECAPITALIZATION PROGRAM—FUNDING PROFILE BY
SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 .
Actual Current Appro- FlscaRI Yeart2011
Appropriation priation eques
Facilities and Infrastructure Recapitalization Program:

Operations and Maintenance (0&M):
Recapitalization 69,226 69,377 79,600
Infrastructure Planning 10,324 8,982 9,400
Facility Disposition 5,600 5,000
Subtotal, Operations and Maintenance (0&M) ................... 79,550 83,959 94,000
Construction 67,899 9,963 | oo
Total, Facilities and Infrastructure Recapitalization Program .... 147,449 93,922 94,000

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015

Facilities and Infrastructure Recapitalization Program:
Operations and Maintenance (0&M):

Recapitalization 79,600 86,600

Infrastructure Planning ......ccccooevveveeeveriereciiesieeis 9,400 2,400
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OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Facility Disposition 5,000 5,000
Subtotal, Operations and Maintenance (0&M) ...... 94,000 94,000 | oo | s
Construction

Total, Facilities and Infrastructure Recapitalization
Program 94,000 94,000

SITE STEWARDSHIP—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 .
Actual Current F'ScaRl Yeart2011
Appropriation Appropriation eques
Site Stewardship:
Operations and Maintenance 61,288 90,478
Construction 15,000
Total, Site Stewardship 61,288 105,478

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015

Site Stewardship:
Operations and Maintenance

.............................................. 101,929 103,536 174,071 205,802
Construction

Total, Site Stewardship 101,929 103,536 174,071 205,802

ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS AND OPERATIONS—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 Fiscal Year 2011
Actual Current Request
Appropriation Appropriation qu
Environmental Projects and Operations:
Long-Term Stewardship 38,596
Total, Environmental Projects and Operations ............cccccvevvvnee. 38,596

SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fist‘,aIAIEeuaar| 2009 FiscalchﬁgrrnZDIO Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Safeguards and Security (S&S):
Defense Nuclear Security (Homeland Security):
Operations and Maintenance 689,510 720,044 667,954
Construction 45,698 49,000 52,000
Total, Defense Nuclear SECUTitY ......oooevvvecvecrvesrirerieriis 735,208 769,044 719,954
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SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal’t\zteuaar| 2009 FiscalchﬁgrrnZOlO Fiscal Year 2011

Appropriation Appropriation Request
Cyber Security (Homeland Security) 121,286 122,511 124,345
Total, Safeguards and Security 856,494 891,555 844,299

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015

Safeguards and Security (S&S):
Defense Nuclear Security (Homeland Security):

Operations and Maintenance .........ccooeeeverrevenes 675,229 672,344 671,671 681,259
Construction 55,715 57,265 57,254 59,390
Total, Defense Nuclear Security ...........coocoeevvemrrenes 730,944 729,609 728,925 740,649

Cyber Security (Homeland Security) ........ccooevveeveivieerrnnns 126,046 125,822 125,707 127,189
Total, Safeguards and Security ........ccooeervemrremrrrenns 856,990 855,431 854,632 867,838

DEFENSE NUCLEAR SECURITY—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

FiscaIAIteuaarl2009 FiscalchﬁgrrnZOlO Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Defense Nuclear Security:
Operations and Maintenance (Homeland Security):

Protective Forces 418,694 453,000 414,166
Physical Security Systems 77,245 74,000 73,794

Transportation 420
Information Security 25,880 25,300 25,943
Personnel Security 31,263 30,600 30,913
Materials Control and Accountability ...........cccoccoervimmiirnrinnrinns 35,929 35,200 35,602
Program Management 71,364 83,944 80,311
Technology Deployment, Physical Security .......ccccoevevurerennnne 9,431 8,000 71,225
Graded Security Protection Policy (formerly DBT) ................... 19,284 10,000 | oo
Total, Operations and Maintenance (Homeland Security) .. 689,510 720,044 667,954
Construction (Homeland Security) 45,698 49,000 52,000
Total, Defense Nuclear Security 735,208 769,044 719,954

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015

Defense Nuclear Security:
Operations and Maintenance (Homeland Security):

Protective Forces 422,221 414,432 414,617 421,346
Physical Security Systems 71,405 73,987 71,165 72,297
Information Security 26,202 26,464 26,729 26,996
Personnel Security 31,222 31,534 31,849 32,167

Materials Control and Accountability ...........ccooou...... 35,958 36,318 36,681 37,048
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OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Program Management 80,924 82,239 83,186 83,887
Technology Deployment, Physical Security ................. 7,297 7,370 7,444 7,518
Total, Operations and Maintenance (Homeland
Security) 675,229 672,344 671,671 681,259
Construction (Homeland Security) ........ccccoevoveersrinnrinniinns 55,715 57,265 57,254 59,390
Total, Defense Nuclear SECUMtY .........coocevrrenriviniinriinnns 730,944 729,609 728,925 740,649

CYBER SECURITY—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 )
ical Year a1 | Pl e 201
Appropriation Appropriation eques
Cyber Security (Homeland Security):
Infrastructure Program 93,776 99,011 97,849
Enterprise Secure Computing 25,500 21,500 21,500
Technology Application Development 2,010 2,000 4,996
Total, Cyber Security (Homeland Security) .........cooovvrvverrerinenns 121,286 122,511 124,345
OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM
[In thousands of dollars]
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Cyber Security (Homeland Security):
Infrastructure Program 99,550 99,326 98,211 99,693
Enterprise Secure Computing 21,500 21,500 22,500 22,500
Technology Application Development .. 4,996 4,996 4,996 4,996
Total, Cyber Security (Homeland Security) ........ccccoveneee. 126,046 125,822 125,707 127,189

SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND ENGINEERING CAPABILITY—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 )

isal Vear St | el Yer 2011

Appropriation Appropriation eques
Operations and Maintenance 30,000 | oo 20,000
Total, Science, Technology and Engineering Capability .............. 30,000 | oo 20,000

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM
[In thousands of dollars]
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015

Operations and Maintenance

Total, Science, Technology and Engineering Capabil-

ity




110

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES—CONGRESSIONALLY DIRECTED PROJECTS—FUNDING PROFILE BY
SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 Fiscal Year 2011
Actual Current Request
Appropriation Appropriation qu
Congressionally Directed Projects 22,836 3,000 | oo

DEFENSE NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION—OQVERVIEW—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal/_\gteuaarI 2009 Fisca[l)l;(reigrr]tZOIO Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation:

Nonproliferation and Verification Research and Development . 356,281 317,300 351,568
Nonproliferation and International Security 150,000 187,202 155,930
International Nuclear Materials Protection and Cooperation 1460,592 572,050 590,118
Elimination of Weapons-Grade Plutonium Production .................... 141,299 24507 | oo
Fissile Materials Disposition 41,774 701,900 1,030,713
Global Threat Reduction Initiative 2404,640 333,500 558,838
Congressional Directed Projects .........ccocccoovvemivmeirereseiissninns 1,903 250 | o
Subtotal, Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation ........................ 1,556,489 2,136,709 2,687,167

Use of Prior Year Balances —11,418
Total, Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation .............cccccovvvemrrvrerionnes 1,545,071 2,136,709 2,687,167

LFiscal year 2009 amount includes international contributions of $4,067,065 from Government of Canada, $387,335 from New Zealand,
$837,600 from Norway, and $300,000 from South Korea.

2Fiscal year 2009 amount includes international contributions of $3,918,000 from the Government of Canada, and $5,722,212 from the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.

NOTES.—Fiscal year 2009 funds appropriated in Other Defense Activities for the Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication Facility, and in Weapons Ac-

tivities for the Waste Solidification Building and Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility (fiscal year 2009 and fiscal year 2010) are not re-
flected in the above table.

Public Law Authorization

Energy and Water and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2010 (Public Law
111-85).

National Nuclear Security Administration Act, (Public Law 106-65), as amended.

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law 111-84).

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015

Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation:
Nonproliferation and Verification Research and Develop-

ment 315,941 317,558 328,194 351,145
Nonproliferation and International Security ......c.ccooeevvennee 161,083 165,275 169,861 181,741
International Nuclear Materials Protection and Coopera-

tion 570,798 561,790 558,492 623,670
Fissile Materials Disposition 859,375 1,010,642 789,558 743,600
Global Threat Reduction Initiative .........cccccoooevvevvvereniirennne 599,994 659,926 987,138 1,056,172

Total, Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation .. 2,507,191 2,715,191 2,833,243 2,956,328
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NONPROLIFERATION AND VERIFICATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT—FUNDING PROFILE BY
SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 3
|scaADteuaarl 'Scacl”?g;t F|scaR| Yeart2011
Appropriation Appropriation eques
Nonproliferation and Verification R&D:
Operations and Maintenance (0&M):
Proliferation Detection 195,400 181,839 225,004
Homeland Security-Related Proliferation Detection [Non-
Add] [50,000] [50,000] [50,000]
Nuclear Detonation Detection 142,421 135,461 126,564
Subtotal, 0&M 337,821 317,300 351,568
Construction 18,460
Total, Nonproliferation and Verification R&D ........c.ccoovveerrrrrenes 356,281 317,300 351,568

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015

Nonproliferation and Verification R&D:
Operations and Maintenance:
Proliferation Detection (PD) ...
Homeland Security-Related Proliferation

182,614 183,549 189,696 202,962

[Non-Add] [50,0001 [50,0001 [50,0001 [50,0001
Nuclear Detonation Detection ..........ccocoovveverveierenanee 133,327 134,009 138,498 148,183
Total, Nonproliferation and Verification R&D ........ 315,941 317,558 328,194 351,145

NONPROLIFERATION AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010
Actual Current
Appropriation Appropriation

Fiscal Year 2011
Request

Nonproliferation and International Security:
Dismantlement and Transparency 47,529 72,763 49,207

Global Security Engagement and Cooperation . 44,076 50,708 47,289
International Regimes and Agreements 40,793 42,703 39,824
Treaties and Agreements 17,602 21,028 19,610

Total, Nonproliferation and International Security .........c..ccoovune.. 150,000 187,202 155,930

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015

Nonproliferation and International Security:

Dismantlement and Transparency 50,832 52,155 53,602 57,351
Global Security Engagement and Cooperation . 48,852 50,124 51,514 55,117
International Regimes and Agreements ..........cccocvevuunce. 41,141 42210 43,383 46,417
Treaties and Agreements 20,258 20,786 21,362 22,856

Total, Nonproliferation and International Security ......... 161,083 165,275 169,861 181,741
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INTERNATIONAL NUCLEAR MATERIALS PROTECTION AND COOPERATION—FUNDING PROFILE BY
SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal‘t\gteuaarI 2009 Fisca(llll(ﬁgrrﬂzom Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
International Nuclear Materials Protection and Cooperation:

Navy Complex 30,316 33,880 34,322
Strategic Rocket Forces/12th Main Directorate ..........cccoevevvvereennnne 51,767 48,646 51,359
Rosatom Weapons Complex 76,070 71,517 105,318
Civilian Nuclear Sites 45,542 63,481 59,027
Material Consolidation and Conversion ... 21,560 13,611 13,867
National Programs and Sustainability .... 54,901 68,469 60,928
Second Line of Defense 174,844 272,446 265,297

International Contributions 15592

Total, International Nuclear Materials Protection and Coopera-

tion 460,592 572,050 590,118

LFiscal year 2009 amount includes international contributions of $4,067,065 from Government of Canada, $387,335 from New Zealand,
$837,600 from Norway, and $300,000 from South Korea.

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
International Nuclear Materials Protection and Cooperation:
Navy Complex 31,764
Strategic Rocket Forces/12th Main Directorate 37,830
Rosatom Weapons Complex 52,000
Civilian Nuclear Sites 18,502
Material Consolidation and Conversion ............ccccoeeevveennee 14,306 14,627 14,627 16,433
National Programs and Sustainability ..........c.cccoceerveerrnnes 61,967 39,006 39,006 43,623
Second Line of Defense 354,429 508,157 504,859 563,614
International Contributions
Total, International Nuclear Materials Protection and
Cooperation 570,798 561,790 558,492 623,670

ELIMINATION OF WEAPONS—GRADE PLUTONIUM PRODUCTION—FUNDING PROFILE BY
SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010
Actual Current Appro-
Appropriation priation

Fiscal Year 2011
Request

Elimination of Weapons-Grade Plutonium Production (EWGPP):
Zheleznogorsk Plutonium Production Elimination (ZPPEP) .. 139,282 22,507

Crosscutting and Technical Support Activities 2,017 2,000
Total, Elimination of Weapons-Grade Plutonium Production
(EWGPP) 141,299 28,507 | oo

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015

Elimination of Weapons-Grade Plutonium Production
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FISSILE MATERIALS DISPOSITION—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fisca(l;uYrerg;tZOOQ Fisca[l)l;(ﬁ:rr]tzow Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Fissile Materials Disposition (FMD):
U.S. Surplus Fissile Materials Disposition:
Operations and Maintenance (0&M):
U.S. Plutonium Disposition 90,896 278,940
U.S. Uranium Disposition 39,274 34,691 25,985
Supporting Activities 1,500 LO75 | oo,
Subtotal, 0&M 40,774 126,662 304,925
Construction 574,238 612,788
Total, U.S. Surplus FMD 40,774 700,900 917,713
Russian Surplus FMD:
Russian Materials Disposition 1,000 1,000 113,000
Total, Fissile Materials Disposition 41,774 701,900 1,030,713
OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM
[In thousands of dollars]
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015
Fissile Materials Disposition:
U.S. Surplus Fissile Materials Disposition (0&M) ............... 302,276 482,185 478,897 459,827
Construction 556,099 527,457 309,661 282,773
Russian Surplus Fissile Materials Disposition ................... 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Total, Fissile Materials Disposition ............ccccoeervrrrinncs 859,375 1,010,642 789,558 743,600

GLOBAL THREAT REDUCTION INITIATIVE (GTRI)—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM!

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal/_\gteuaarI 2009 Fisca[l)l;(reigrr]tZOIO Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Global Threat Reduction Initiative:
Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) Reactor Conversion ..................... 76,706 102,772 119,000
Nuclear and Radiological Material Removal:
Russian-Origin Nuclear Material Removal .. 123,083 94,167 145,191
U.S.-Origin Nuclear Material Removal 8,331 9,889 16,500
Gap Nuclear Material R | 4,982 9,111 108,000
Emerging Threats Nuclear Material Removal 7,600 5,556 16,000
International Radiological Material Removal .. 21,702 8,333 45,000
Domestic Radiological Material Removal 17,063 17,778 25,000
Subtotal, Nuclear and Radiological Material Removal ....... 182,761 144,834 355,691
Nuclear and Radiological Material Protection:
BN-350 Nuclear Material Protection 50,977 9,109 2,000
International Material Protection 42,909 41,463 57,000
Domestic Material Protection 41,647 35,322 25,147
Subtotal, Nuclear and Radiological Material Protection ............. 135,533 85,894 84,147
Total, Global Threat Reduction Initiative (appropriation) 395,000 333,500 558,838
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GLOBAL THREAT REDUCTION INITIATIVE (GTRI)—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM 1—
Continued
[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010 .
Actual Current F'ScaRl Yeart2011
Appropriation Appropriation eques
Funds from International Contributions 9,640
Total, Global Threat Reduction Initiative Funds Available .......... 404,640 333,500 558,838

IFiscal year 2009 amount includes international contributions of $3,918,000 from the Government of Canada, and $5,722,212 from the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.

OUT-YEAR FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015

Global Threat Reduction Initiative:
HEU Reactor Conversion 176,000 210,000 245,000 293,000
Nuclear and Radiological Material Removal:

Russian-Origin Nuclear Material Remov-

al 96,000 70,000 82,000 83,000
U.S.-Origin Nuclear Material Removal ..........c........... 1,000 3,000 1,000 1,000
Gap Nuclear Material R | 22,000 16,000 27,000 1,000
Emerging Threats Nuclear Material Removal ............ 16,000 16,000 194,000 188,000
International Radiological Material Removal .. 44,000 39,000 10,000 10,000
Domestic Radiological Material Removal ................... 31,000 31,000 33,000 34,000

Subtotal, Nuclear and Radiological Material Re-
moval 210,000 175,000 347,000 317,000

Nuclear and Radiological Material Protection:
BN-350 Nuclear Material Protection 2,000

100,000 125,000 130,000 143,000
111,994 149,926 265,138 303,172

International Material Protection .
Domestic Material Protection

Subtotal, Nuclear and Radiological Material Protec-
tion 213,994 274,926 395,138 446,172

Total, Global Threat Reduction Initiative ...........cccoou...... 599,994 659,926 987,138 1,056,172

CONGRESSIONALLY DIRECTED PROJECTS—FUNDING PROFILE BY SUBPROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal Year 2009 | Fiscal Year 2010
Actual Current
Appropriation Appropriation

Fiscal Year 2011
Request

Congressionally Directed Projects 1,903 250 | o

NAVAL REACTORS—OVERVIEW—APPROPRIATION SUMMARY BY PROGRAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Fisca[t\zteua?lrl 2009 FiscaICl;(rei:rrﬂZOIO Fiscal Year 2011
Appropriation Appropriation Request
Naval Reactors Development:
Operations and Maintenance (0&M) 771,600 877,533 997,886
Program Direction 34,454 36,800 40,000
Construction 22,000 30,800 32,600
Total, Naval Reactors Development .... 828,054 945,133 1,070,486
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Public Law Authorizations

Public Law 83-703, “Atomic Energy Act of 1954” “Executive Order 12344” (42
U.S.C. 7158), “Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program”.

Public Law 107-107, “National Defense Authorizations Act of 2002, title 32, “Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administration”.

John Warner National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 2007, (Public Law
109-364).

Fiscal Year 2008 Consolidated Appropriations Act (Public Law 110-161).

National Nuclear Security Administration Act, (Public Law 106-65), as amended.

Fiscal Year 2009 Consolidated Appropriations Act (Public Law 111-8).

Fiscal Year 2010 Energy and Water and Related Agencies Appropriations Act
(Public Law 111-85).

OUT-YEAR APPROPRIATION SUMMARY BY PROGRAM

[In thousands dollars]

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2012 2013 2014 2015

Naval Reactors Development:

Operations and Maintenance ..........ccocovereeesrverenesennns 1,018,634 1,102,978 1,177,817 1,240,430
Program Direction 41,200 42,400 43,700 45,000
Construction 39,900 25,800 4,500 25,100

Total, Naval Reactors Development ............cccccovvvvrrenncs 1,099,734 1,171,178 1,226,017 1,310,530

Senator DORGAN. Mr. D’Agostino, thank you very much. Would
you like to identify, for the record, those who are accompanying you
today?

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes, sir.

Mr. Steven Black, to my right, is going to be representing the
nonproliferation program. Mr. Black has been the chief operating
officer in—we call the NA-20 organization, and has been—essen-
tially, has very deep knowledge of all levels of the program. And
we're fortunate to be with him.

Admiral Kirk Donald, to my left, runs the naval reactors pro-
gram; for many years, has demonstrated significant success in im-
plementing these programs. It’s really, quite an impressive organi-
zation.

And Brigadier General Gary Harencak, to my left, runs the de-
fense programs activities. General Harencak joined our operation
about a year ago—little less than a year ago. It’s a great find for
us, from the Air Force. It’s the Air Force’s demonstration of their
commitment to these types of programs.

5 YEAR BUDGET ESTIMATE DETAILS

Senator DORGAN. Well, thank you very much for your testimony.

Let me ask a couple of questions of the type that I raised and
Senator Bennett raised, as well. We have a 5-year out-year budget
from NNSA that shows an average of about $300 million per year
increase for NNSA needs. But, my understanding is that that
budget doesn’t include the current $3 billion estimated cost of the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility replacement, at Los
Alamos; the Uranium Processing Facility, at Y-12—that’s expected
to cost $1.4 to $3.5 billion; the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Fa-
cility at Savannah River—that’s to cost between $2.4 and $3.2 bil-
lion.
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My understanding is the cost estimates are not completed on
those buildings, so they are not a part of your 5 year estimate. Is
that right? Will the subcommittee expect to see higher cost esti-
mates and more requirements for those three buildings?

Mr. D’AGoSTINO. The resources for the design work are in our
FYNSP. We feel—we’re limited, in providing a 5 year plan, sir.
Most of these facilities will take, in many cases, 9 or 10 years to
build. What we’ve looked at in the Department—to address the
concerns, raised by you sir, as well as the Government Account-
ability Office, which has been very clear on how we want to move
forward—is, it’s important to spend more time up front in under-
standing what you’re going to design before you commit to a cost—
you know, what we call a “critical decision 2,” which is a final cost,
scope, and schedule that we say we sign our names up to.

So, what we have in the first few years of this future-year—5-
year national security plan are our projections on what the out
years might be. The real numbers are going to start coming in, in
the years 2015, 2016, 2017, and 2018, as we get into the heavy con-
struction pieces of those particular projects. So, in order to address
the project management concern, which is a very valid concern, the
Deputy Secretary recently issued a revised project management
policy to address those specific points.

Senator DORGAN. I'm sorry to interrupt you, but let me just ask
the admiral a question that is similar. We’re talking about three
facilities, each of which are going to cost probably close to a couple
billion dollars each, rather $3 billion, potentially; $2 billion; $2.5
billion. So, three very large facilities that will be built over a long
period of time.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Right.

Senator DORGAN. At the same time, my understanding is, that
we're going to do three things, we’re going to have three projects.
One is developing a new reactor core for the Ohio-class submarine;
refueling the prototype reactor in New York; and new spent-fuel fa-
cilities in Idaho. The first, I think is going to cost, I'm told, up to
$1.5 billion; the second, $1.3 billion; the third, probably $1.3 or $1.4
billion. So, you’re talking about three very large programs, here;
three very large facilities. Then, I think we asked the question ear-
lier, can you effectively do all these in reasonably the same period
of time, effectively manage them, and, especially, control costs?

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. I believe the answer is, firmly yes, we can do
that. We can do it because—for a number of reasons. In many
cases, these are activities that have started already. They won’t be
starting from a zero stop and then going to full steam ahead. Well,
all the facilities on the weapons side and operations side have
started, already.

What we've realized on large projects is spending the right
amount of money early on the design allows us to lock in and have
a good understanding of the actual costs before we begin construc-
tion. So, we do—our 5 year plan does have the resources to do the
design work that we think is absolutely critical. The last 2 years
of the 5 year plan, for example, the years 2014 and 2015, show
bump-ups of about $300 million in each of those years to address
when we start to actually expect doing construction work, because
we think that’s when the dollars will be needed.
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But, the important thing is that we haven’t yet committed to the
actual design cost schedule yet, because we haven’t finished our de-
sign work. And one of the commitments in our policies is to do the
design early. Once you have the design early—and we have author-
ization and appropriations to proceed—is to make sure that the
President’s request requests the right amount of money in each
year—not try to shortchange those things. In the past, we've gotten
into trouble, because it always seemed like a convenient pool to go
to, to go solve other problems that come up throughout the year.
And the commitment is that once the cost, scope, and schedule is
understood on the project, we fund it.

I’d like to turn to Admiral Donald, who can talk a little bit about
the naval reactors piece.

Admiral DONALD. Sure. Thank you very much. It’s good to be
here and thank you for the opportunity to appear before the sub-
committee.

There are two points I would make about our ability to execute
these significant projects. There are two that involve reactor de-
sign—the reactor plant design for the replacement for the Ohio-
class, and then the reactor design that goes into the prototype up
in New York for training and—or research and development. The
third one, while not a reactor design, is similar, in the sense that
it’s a complex nuclear project that we would be undertaking.

The first point I would make to you, sir, is that we have a history
of designing reactor plants. This would be the 30th—over the 30th
reactor design that naval reactors has made. We’ve made over two
dozen reactor plant designs that include the entire propulsion
plant, over the history of the program, the most recent being the
design of the reactor plant for the Gerald R. Ford class of aircraft
carrier, which we’re on schedule, all of our components are being
delivered or are in delivery to the shipyard right now, on time, and
on the budget that we had demonstrated, or we had planned for
in the past.

These projects are very similar, in that regard, so I think—I am
confident that we know how to do this. We understand what the
difficulties are, what the challenges are, and we’ve carefully
mapped those out.

The key, however, as we've learned, to success in these is, you
have to get the design matured, as Mr. D’Agostino pointed out. His-
tory has shown that if you can get designs complete to about 40
to 50 percent, you have a very good opportunity—a very good
chance of delivering on time and on budget. That’s what we dem-
onstrated in the Virginia-class submarine program. That’s the tar-
get that we’re going for now for these projects. And the key to that
is the early upfront funding so that we can do the design, the con-
cept development, and be prepared to start construction.

ENSURING CONTRACT COMPETITION

Senator DORGAN. All right. Last year, we expressed some concern
in this subcommittee about the sole-source awarding of target pro-
duction for the NIF and other laser facilities, which we indicated
we felt was inconsistent with policy guidelines. With the cost of tar-
get production expected to increase significantly, competition will
be needed to lower costs and to spur innovation. We believe the
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NNSA’s recently released request for information to award a new
contract is more oriented toward one contractor. We’ve also had
complaints about that, as well.

To what extent, if you can tell me, Mr. D’Agostino, does the re-
quest for information preclude multiple vendors from effectively
competing for the contract?

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Mr. Chairman, we’re very much interested in
competition across a broad range of activities. I'm not aware of any
complaints, but I'd be happy to make sure we take a look at that.

If our request for information appears to be focused to a single
contractor, that was an oversight on our part. We’ll have to—TI’ll
take a look into that and get back to the subcommittee.

Senator DORGAN. All right because it seems to me, especially on
these kinds of projects, the more you can get contractors involved
in competition, the lower you’re going to experience pricing on
these major contracts.

JASON’S REPORT

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes, sir.

Senator DORGAN. Let me just ask, on the issue of nuclear weap-
ons design, my understanding is that the plan is to modify the de-
sign of nuclear weapons. Reconcile that, if you would, that is the
need for changes, with JASON’s conclusion, in its 2009 report, that
the lifetimes of today’s nuclear warheads could be extended for dec-
ades without significant changes to their design and without any
significant deterioration.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Right.

Senator DORGAN. So, can you tell us how you see the JASON’s
report—related to the discussions about changing design?

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Absolutely, and at the end, if General Harencak
wants to join, if it’s okay

Senator DORGAN. All right.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO [continuing]. We'll ask him to do it. I'll—I can’t
start off on that.

The JASON’s report, the unclassified executive summary, basi-
cally talked about: If we don’t want to improve the safety, if we
don’t want to improve the security, if we don’t want to improve the
reliability, and just keeps things the way they are and have cold
war nuclear weapons, they felt, “just keep making things the way
you used to make them.”

There’s a couple—okay. I'll take that statement.

Senator FEINSTEIN. That’s not what it says.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. It’'s—it talks about

Senator FEINSTEIN. I have it in front of me.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO [continuing]. We can maintain, out into the fu-
ture

Senator FEINSTEIN. Excuse me.

Mr. D’AcosTINO. Yes. Well, I don’t have it in front of me right
now, but if it says we can—I think it says, we can maintain, out
into the future, using current life-extension approaches

Senator FEINSTEIN. Yes.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO [continuing]. To safety, security——

Senator FEINSTEIN. That’s right.
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Mr. D’AGOSTINO. I think—what I'm interested in—there’s a cou-
ple of problems with what I would say, to this high-level summary
statement. One is, in many cases we can’t make things the way we
used to make them 30, 40 years ago. We just don’t have the people;
we don’t have the processing techniques; many of the chemicals,
and many of the materials that were used back then are prohibited
from us for being able to use them; they have grave environmental
damages and a very expensive infrastructure to be able to build
that stuff. And so, I'm thinking about—decisions that get made
now are going to have long-term impacts. These are, like, multi-
decade facilities, so why would I want to, kind of, lock in the way
we used to make things, when you know, we’ve progressed a lot in
manufacturing approaches and we know a lot more about material,
and the damage that beryllium does, and acetyl nitrate does. These
are specific components.

Because those have costs, those have real costs, and they have
long-term costs in dollars and in people—so, the approach is: In
order to overcome the problem that we have in manufacturing, that
there are different ways to do business. In order to address what
I would say is 21st century security problems and 21st century
safety approaches and not lock in the way we did safety, 30 years
ago. There are features that we can put inside of these devices that
will essentially make them safe.

And I think that would be my approach.

Senator DORGAN. I want to call on my colleagues in a moment,
but my understanding was, in this discussion, which was RRW and
this discussion had a number of components.

My understanding was that, for some while, there was a belief
that pit degradation would mean that we would not have reliability
of our nuclear deterrent, and therefore, a new class of nuclear
weapons was required. The JASON’s report, I think, among other
things, has indicated, “No, that worry about degradation is not a
concern.” They believe that these nuclear weapons will be reliable,
well out into the future.

And your point about designing safety, I understand.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes.

Senator DORGAN. But, my point is that the design changes origi-
nally were driven by a notion that you would have a degrading of
the deterrent, and therefore, you had to replace them. I think the
JASON’s report is at odds with that. So, that was what I was try-
ing to ask.

Mr. D’AcosTiNO. Okay.

Senator DORGAN. Let me call on my colleagues for questions.

Senator Bennett.

INDEPENDENT COST ESTIMATES

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much.

Again, the chairman has talked about many of the things that
I want to talk about. Let’s discuss the whole issue of independent
cost estimates.

Senator Alexander and I sent a letter to Secretary Chu last
month to request the Department to obtain an independent cost es-
timate for the UPF Facility. He has not responded. Were you aware
of that request?
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Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes, sir, 'm aware of that request.

Senator BENNETT. And, as part of your reforms for contracts and
project management, do you like the idea of independent cost esti-
mates?

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. I absolutely love the idea. I think it’s a great
idea. We have to have it, and we have to do it much more fre-
quently than we’ve done in the past. The policy the Deputy Sec-
retary signed out last week on project management will require
independent cost estimates more frequently, particularly at the
critical decision points. So, before the Department would propose,
in a budget request—that the President proposes in the budget re-
quest to Congress, on a critical decision—we would have an inde-
pendent cost estimate, outside of my organization, to go validate
that—you know, check independently that we have a good under-
standing of what the project’s going to cost. There are a couple of
other pieces to that, as well, that I'd be willing to describe, on
project management.

Senator BENNETT. That means you’ll have a solid cost estimate
and schedule for each one of the multiple projects I described in my
opening statement?

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes, sir. We will—the key is, providing that
solid cost estimate and schedule when we have the data to say we
actually understand it. And, as Admiral Donald said, an example
of this new policy will require much more significant design matu-
rity then we've ever had in the past on these projects. What I'm
looking at, in the NNSA for example, is to try to get as close as
possible to 90 percent design maturity before we go off and author-
ize the construction of an activity, because then we will have a
good idea—we will say, “We absolutely know what this design is.”
We've run down all of the technology readiness-level issues that
typically come up and bite you if you don’t—if you try to get start-
ed too soon. So, that’s an element of this

Senator BENNETT. Okay.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO [continuing]. Design maturity.

Senator BENNETT. Yes. I outlined the series of things that you're
trying to do simultaneously
Mr. D’AGosTINO. Right.

Senator BENNETT [continuing]. Plus the two life-extension pro-
grams. Now, does the activity we need to do on the life extension
programs hinge on the timely completion of the other four projects?

Mr. D’AGosTINO. Two of the projects are nonproliferation
projects. So, there’s a clear answer to “no”—no, on that activity.
The two life-extension programs in question are the W76 and the
B61. The W76 work, General, is underway right now, we’re into
production mode on that, so it doesn’t hinge on the completion of
those projects. The B61 work is—particularly in the first few years,
we're in the design maturity stage of the study, and then we’ll
come back and request authorization to actually proceed with the
production. So, it doesn’t hinge directly on that, because the idea
is to get—when is the date for the B61, Gary?

General HARENCAK. By 2017, sir.

And, if I might——

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes.
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General HARENCAK [continuing]. Make a point about our life-ex-
tended—while we will have a time where there are dual life-ex-
tended—the way it’s laid out is, the majority—overwhelming ma-
jority of the work will be done for the W76 as we start the core of
the majority of the work of the B61. And then, that would be com-
pleted, should we need to do any other life-extensions time. So,
while certainly on paper you're doing two life extensions, we've al-
ready de-conflicted the major facilities with that, our workforce and
its plan to complete the W76 on time, on schedule, prior to the
fI‘nailn heavy lifting that’'d be required for the B61 in our production
acilities.

PIT DISASSEMBLY AND CONVERSION FACILITY

Senator BENNETT. When do you anticipate requesting funds for
the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility? And do you have any
idea what the full cost is likely to be? Is that included in your 5-
year?budget, or is that something we can expect at some future
time?

Mr. BLACK. The cost of the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Fa-
cility will be determined after we do some study. You may know
that the Deputy Secretary decided, this past fall, to direct the De-
partment to explore the possibility of combining the original stand-
alone Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility, which you’ve been
discussing, with an existing project to deal with non-pit plutonium
at Savannah River, that’s currently run by the Office of Environ-
mental Management, EM. So, we formed a working group with
EM—an NNSA-EM working group—to evaluate what the possibili-
ties are to combine these two projects. And part of the reason we're
doing this is because the working group that was already stood up
felt that there were a number of potential advantages to combining
them; in particular, cost avoidance. We can’t promise that, but ini-
tially it looks like we might be able to avoid the cost of building
a new facility, because we would use the shell of the old K-Reactor,
which currently exists, rather than building a new one. We would
also avoid the costs of decontaminating and decommissioning a sec-
ond category-1 facility at the end of the mission. And we might be
able to smooth out such things as transportation costs, in terms of
shipping pits from Pantex to Savannah River, and the like. So,
there’s a variety of ways that we might be able to avoid some costs
and come in with a project that will actually satisfy both missions.
But, we’re not at CD1 yet. We don’t have a cost estimate, and we
expect that it will take 12 to 18 months. So, we would imagine,
perhaps by the end of fiscal year 2011, we would be able to come
in with a more reasonable—a more specific cost estimate and pro-
posal.

Senator BENNETT. So, you have nothing in your 5 year budget
now.

Mr. BLACK. Not right now, no. We have funds that were trans-
ferred from the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility that came
over from another part of the budget, when it was reconfigured and
realigned this year. And that funding will be used to continue work
that would need to be done, irrespective of which path we take on
the building. Whether we do the pit disassembly and conversion
functions in the K Area, in the K-Reactor, or whether we do it in
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a standalone facility that we build, we're still going to have to have
glove boxes and hot cells and process equipment and the like. So,
we’re continuing to do the work and the long-lead procurement that
would be required to do this mission. The mission has to be done.
The question is whether we do it in this kind of a facility or that
kind of facility. And, we feel that we can save some money in the
long run if, as the Administrator said, we can do more complete de-
sign work over the next 12 to 18 months, and come back to you and
to the Secretary with another estimate.

PROPOSED BUDGET ALLOCATIONS

Senator BENNETT. Okay. Now, in spite of all of the talk about the
top line going up so dramatically, your request for day-to-day oper-
ations is down 7 percent, or $1.3 billion. And can you talk about
that—why there’s the decrease in this area? Was this a tradeoff as
you negotiated with OMB? I've negotiated with OMB. And, while
administrations come and go, and change, OMB always remains
the same, it seems to me, and always difficult when you’re in a de-
partment or an agency and trying to deal with them. You’re forced
to make budget cuts to deal with the other activities that go in the
areas we've talked about our support for? I know that’s a very
blunt question, and you

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes, sir.

Senator BENNETT [continuing]. Probably can’t give me a blunt
answer, but hint around at it as best you can.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Senator Bennett, every year, there will be
changes to our budget. And in many cases the message that I've
been working to drive over the past few years is we have to con-
tinue to look at ways to be more efficient. There are always ways,
I believe, to be more efficient. I believe there continue to be ways
to be more efficient. We have to do it, for a number of reasons; ob-
viously, healthcare costs and benefits and things like that, which
impact all of us, are part of that. The area that I'm most particu-
larly concerned about is our—you know, what I call some of the
physical infrastructure.

And I want—well, I have a meeting with the board of governors,
actually, for two of our laboratories, Los Alamos and Livermore,
this afternoon. I'm going to emphasize that this budget looks like
great news, and it’s important, because the country recognizes
what’s important, but we have to sharpen our pencils and reduce
the fixed costs of doing our work in the enterprise. I believe there
are more opportunities there. It certainly presents some challenges
in maintenance of old facilities. I will readily admit that. You
know, Brigadier General Harencak knows about this; he can prob-
ably add some detail to what I'm saying.

But, in general, 'm always going to push to drive efficiencies and
try to get out of those facilities that we don’t need and to take them
down, because they do add to the fixed costs. I support the Presi-
dent’s budget, of course. There will always be program managers
in my organization that would like more, in order to do more. But,
I try to look at it, not just—well, look at what’s an increment from
what we had last year, but what’s in the base of what we had last
year that we can try to get out of the program. In this program—
or, the request that we have before us reflects some of my leanings
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toward looking into the base of the program and trying to drive
those costs down.

Will it cause problems out there? Yes, because change is always
hard. I think there will be challenges. There’ll be some folks out
in the field that’ll say, you know, “I need more and more—I need
more.” But, I think, in order to change from this kind of large cold
war nuclear weapons complex, to an efficient, trim nuclear security
enterprise that addresses not just weapons, but all these other
areas, that’s a necessity.

General, would you want to add?

General HARENCAK. Yes, sir. ——

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Feel free to disagree with me, as well. So

General HARENCAK. Well, sir.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. I mean, you're testifying, not me.

General HARENCAK. I will not disagree with you. What I will say,
though, is a caveat, perhaps

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes.

General HARENCAK [continuing]. That we still, even with this
much needed budget increase—and, you know, last year, I believe,
the testimony was—I told you that we could not sustain this enter-
prise. My best military advice was—I was new to the enterprise
and—we could not sustain it with the type—with the number of re-
sources we had. This goes a long way, obviously, to fixing those
problems and doing the work that we have to do.

That being said, all budgets are going to have some areas that
need, perhaps, still a little bit more attention. Facilities, is one,
readiness and testing are some others.

We do believe, though, that we could internally—through the
great efforts of Mr. D’Agostino and all the great Americans that
work in this organization that are trying to turn this into a 21st
century nuclear security enterprise—that we can make some inter-
nal adjustments, and we’re working it. As we speak right now, our
best—some of our best people are meeting to look at how we'’re
going to, internally, specifically in defense programs, fix some of
the short-term concerns that we have, specifically where it comes
to some facilities.

We're confident that, as an enterprise, we'’re all going to work to-
gether, and we're going to say, “Hey, perhaps we can move some
work here, we can move some money here to fix those.”

So, I'm not going to sit here and tell you that we absolutely have
no problems with this budget, that there’s—you know, we got ev-
erything we need, but I will tell you we are aggressively managing
those areas; we’ll do what’s necessary in the coming years to adjust
and, when we come back to you, say, “Hey, perhaps now—in retro-
spect, we should’ve put x number to this facility, and we’re going
to adjust those.” But, overall, as Mr. D’Agostino said, we are abso-
lutely committed to making this organization more efficient, more
responsive.

And, along those ways, since I have the opportunity, if you don’t
mind, I certainly agree that, in the past, our management of some
projects has not been sterling. I mean, there’s no other way around
that. But, you have a team in place now that Mr. D’Agostino has
put into place, that is—job one is to fix that. And, while certainly
we could come up with things that we have done wrong in the past,
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I also point to some things that we are doing extremely well now
and—because we do have the capacity to learn, and we're dem-
onstrating that.

Certainly, the NIF project, this is an incredible success story.
While, granted, it had problems in the past, long before our time
here, it’s now incredibly well run and it’s making great, great posi-
tions.

KCRIMS is another example where we’ve taken, in a very com-
plex thing, which is moving an in-operation plant to a much more
efficient, much more cost effective, much more a green place, if you
will. And we’re doing that superbly, I believe, because we’ve insti-
tuted a formal risk-management process, where we’re identifying
the sources of risks, assessing those risks, but, more importantly,
looking at how that affects overall project performance, and coming
up with alternatives, real time, to fix it. And the KCRIMS program
is a perfect example of contractors and Feds working together to
actually produce a project on time and on schedule.

And so, I just offer that up to you, sir, that we are aggressively
working on how to manage projects correctly.

NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION

Senator BENNETT. Okay. Thank you. Let me go, my last question,
in the other direction. You want to secure all the vulnerable nu-
clear material around the world within 4 years and the budget in-
crease has gone up 68 percent. This is one very heavy increase.
And TI've learned, in my business world, it’s tough to deal with a
cut, and sometimes it’s even tougher to deal with an increase. And
do you have the capacity to execute these funds in fiscal 2011, let
alone significant increases of up to a billion dollars over the 5 year
project plan?

Mr. BLACK. Sir, I would say that we do have the ability to get
this mission done. If I may, the President laid out a very ambitious
agenda for us last April, and again in the State of the Union Ad-
dress. We're not the only part of the solution of this problem,
though; he said, “This is work for the world,” so we have inter-
national partners and we have interagency partners.

The portion of the task that we have essentially carved out for
ourselves is the part that is consistent with our expertise, our au-
thorities, and the budget that we believe we can manage. And so,
we've requested the amount that we think we can use effectively.
We are looking to commit all of the money, for the fiscal year 2011
work that we’ve requested in the budget, and we believe we can do
it, for several reasons. One is we are much better staffed this year
than we were at this time last year. Last year at this time, we had
an 83-percent staffing rate, 17-percent vacancy rate. And we have
dropped that now to a 5 percent vacancy rate. We have a lot more
Feds on board. These are young, energetic people who have experi-
ence working overseas. They speak the language, they know the
culture, and they’re certainly enthusiastic about the mission, and
they know they have the support of both ends of Pennsylvania Ave-
nue.

We've also put in place contracts and vehicles, such as the IDIQ,
the indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity contract that supports
our GTRI work, Global Threat Reduction Initiative work, and a
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DICCE contract that will help us execute work in second line of de-
fense. These two contract vehicles make it possible for us to con-
tract out work overseas and greatly simplify what is otherwise a
very complicated and long process to getting work done in other
countries.

And we've done a very good job with our uncommitted balances,
as well. The last 5 years, despite an increase in our overall non-
proliferation budget, every year—our uncommitted balances have
come down every single year. And the last 4 years, our balances
have been under the 13-percent departmental threshold for
uncosted balances. So, in particular, in the two programs that have
to bear the greatest brunt of the burden for the 4-year plan, what
we nominally call the 4-year plan, Global Threat Reduction and
MPC&A, those two programs’ uncommitted balances have come in
under 9 percent. They're very well positioned to make good use of
the funds that we are requesting. So, on balance, we feel that we're
committed and able to execute this work very effectively.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you. Thank you very much.

Senator Bennett, good to see you again.

And, Mr. D’Agostino, good to see you again, I want to say that
you have always been a straight-shooter with me. I very much ap-
preciate that. You spent several times briefing me on the RRW. We
did not see, with the same eyes, the same thing, and I found myself
opposing the nuclear bunker buster, the advanced weapons con-
cepts, the new plutonium pits, and the RRW. And I just want to
say why.

I strongly believe that the United States of America should not
be a nuclear proliferator. And when I sat down with Sid Drell on
the bunker buster and on the laws of physics and what would hap-
pen if one of these things exploded, I couldn’t believe that my coun-
try was proposing it. And so, I have begun to look very critically
at weapons programs. And, of course, what I find is that Russia
and the United States have a huge arsenal, which is in the process,
through START and hopefully through the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty, of being weaned down and better controlled over the
years so that there is the kind of information, on both sides, about
what the other side does that gives true mutual deterrence some
real credibility.

I'd like to ask the clerk that the 4 pages of the September 9,
2009, JASON report be included in the record.

[The information follows:]

LIFETIME EXTENSION PROGRAM (LEP)—EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 Study charge

This study of the Life Extension Program (LEP) for deployed U.S. nuclear weap-
ons responds to the following charge.

“NNSA requests that JASON study LEP strategies for maintaining the U.S. nu-
clear deterrent in the absence of underground nuclear testing. This should include:
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—“Study the certification challenges associated with changes, to include accumu-
lation of changes, made to a warhead ! during its life.

—“Compare the assessment and certification challenges of different LEP strate-
gies ranging from refurbishment to replacement.

—“Study proposed methods to measure the evolution of risk due to multiple
changes during warhead life and initiated in LEPs.

—“Study how NNSA can mitigate risks while maintaining a safe, secure and reli-
able nuclear deterrent. Comment on how the overall balance and structure of
science, technology, engineering and production activities can be made to mini-
mize future risk to the stockpile.

—“Study the accumulated risks and uncertainties of the current Life Extension
Pr(igizlam strategy. As already identified by a previous JASON study, risk areas
include:

—“Linkage to UGT data,

—“Manufacturing changes that may unavoidably result in differences from the
as-tested devices,

—“Increased surety 2 features, and

—“Thresholds to failure.”

NNSA provided the following definitions:

“Refurbishment (current implementation of LEP).—Very generally, individual war-
head components are replaced before they degrade with components of (nearly) iden-
tical design or that meet the same ‘form, fit, and function.’

“Warhead Component Reuse.—Refers specifically to the use of existing surplus pit
and secondary components from other warhead types. Approach may permit limited
warhead surety improvements and some increased margins.

“Warhead Replacement.—Some or all of the components of a warhead are replaced
with modern design that are more easily manufacturable, provide increased war-
head margins, forego no longer available or hazardous materials, improve safety, se-
curity and use control, and offer the potential for further overall stockpile reduc-
tions.”

1.2 Findings

JASON was asked to assess the impacts of changes to stockpile warheads in-
curred from aging and LEPs. In response:

—JASON finds no evidence that accumulation of changes incurred from aging and

LEPs have increased risk to certification of today’s deployed nuclear warheads

This finding is a direct consequence of the excellent work of the people in the
U.S. nuclear weapons complex supported and informed by the tools and meth-
ods developed through the Stockpile Stewardship program. Some aging issues
have already been resolved. The others that have been identified can be re-
solved through LEP approaches similar to those employed to date. To maintain
certification, military requirements for some stockpile warheads have been
modified. The modifications are the result of improved understanding of original
weapon performance, not because of aging or other changes. If desired, all but
one of the original major performance requirements could also be met through
LEP approaches similar to those employed to date.

—Lifetimes of today’s nuclear warheads could be extended for decades, with no
anticipated loss in confidence, by using approaches similar to those employed
in LEPs to date.

The report discusses details and challenges for each stockpile system.

For each warhead, decisions must be made about including additional surety fea-
tures. Findings regarding surety features are:

—Further scientific research and engineering development is required for some

proposed surety systems.

—Implementation of intrinsic3 surety features in today’s re-entry systems, using
the technologies proposed to date, would require reuse or replacement LEP op-
tions.

—All proposed surety features for today’s air-carried systems could be imple-
mented through reuse LEP options.

—Implementation of intrinsic surety features across the entire stockpile would re-
quire more than a decade to complete.

Concerning methods for assessing evolution of risk and assessing the effects of

multiple changes to a weapon, we find that:

1In this study “warhead” refers to the nuclear explosive package and associated non-nuclear
components.

2 Surety encompasses safety, security and use control.

31i.e. inside the nuclear explosive package.
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—The basis for assessment and certification is linkage to underground test data,
scientific understanding, and results from experiment.

—Quantification of Margins and Uncertainties (QMU) provides a suitable frame-
work for assessment and certification.

—Increased scientific understanding enables reduced reliance on calibration, en-
hanced predictive capability, and improved quantification of margins and uncer-
tainties.

Regarding certification challenges for LEP strategies ranging from refurbishment

to replacement, we find that:

—Assessment and certification challenges depend on design details and associated
margins and uncertainties, not simply on whether the LEP is primarily based
on refurbishment, reuse, or replacement.

Concerning the overall balance and structure of science, technology, engineering

and production activities, and how to mitigate risk to the stockpile, we find that:

—Certification of certain reuse or replacement options would require improved
understanding of boost.

—Continued success of stockpile stewardship is threatened by lack of program
stability, placing any LEP strategy at risk.

Surveillance of stockpile weapons is essential to stockpile stewardship. Inadequate

surveillance would place the stockpile at risk. We find that:

—The surveillance program is becoming inadequate. Continued success of stock-
pile stewardship requires implementation of a revised surveillance program.

We conclude this section with a concern. All options for extending the life of the
nuclear weapons stockpile rely on the continuing maintenance and renewal of exper-
tise and capabilities in science, technology, engineering, and production unique to
the nuclear weapons program. This will be the case regardless of whether future
LEPs utilize refurbishment, reuse or replacement. The study team is concerned that
this expertise is threatened by lack of program stability, perceived lack of mission
importance, and degradation of the work environment.

1.3 Recommendations

Our recommendations are as follows:

—Determine the full potential of refurbishment, as exemplified by LEPs executed
to date, for maintaining or improving the legacy stockpile.

—Quantify potential benefits and challenges of LEP strategies that may require
reuse and replacement, to prepare for the possibility of future requirements
such as reduced yield or enhanced surety.

—Strengthen and focus science programs to anticipate and meet potential chal-
lenges of future LEP options, including challenges associated with boost and
surety science.

—Revise the surveillance program so that it meets immediate and future needs.

—Assess the benefits of surety technologies in the context of the nuclear weapons
enterprise as a system, including technologies that can be employed in the near
term.

NATIONAL LABORATORY PERSONNEL

Senator FEINSTEIN. And I want to just read, quickly, the finding,
one of them, “JASON finds no evidence that accumulation of
changes incurred from aging and LEPSs’ lifetime extension have in-
creased risk to certification of today’s deployed nuclear warheads.”
And it goes on to say that, “The finding is a direct consequence of
the excellent work of the people of the nuclear weapons complex,
supported and informed by the tools and methods developed
through the Stockpile Stewardship Program. Some aging issues
have already been resolved. The others that have been identified
can be resolved through LEP approaches similar to those employed
to date.” And, it goes on, and then it makes the statement, cat-
egorically, “Lifetimes of today’s nuclear warheads could be ex-
tended for decades with no anticipated loss in confidence, by using
approaches similar to those employed in LEPs to date.”

Now, what I'd like you to do, because you’ve raised the question
several times with me, on beryllium and other things that are a
hazard to the workforce, I'd like to get together with some of these
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technical JASONs, with you, and really explore that one issue.
None of us want to put workers in danger——

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Right.

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. Of working around these war-
heads with chemicals in them that are highly toxic or are highly
destructive. So, I want to understand that part of the issue better,
if you would agree to that.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Absolutely, Senator. That would be great.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you. The other thing that I've had oc-
casion to do is visit the—some of the labs. And I would like to sit
gown with you on what you see the future mission of our labs to

e

Mr. D’AGosTINO. Right.

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. And particularly now that the
private sector is heavily involved, and with some considerable cost,
that has forced the layoff of nuclear scientists in large numbers at
Los Alamos and in the other labs, as well. So, if we could have that
meeting, as well, I would appreciate it very much.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. That would be great, Senator, I'd love to.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Okay.

Mr. D’AGosTINO. Thank you.

NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY

Senator FEINSTEIN. Now, I want to talk about the NIF, if I
might, a little bit. I had the pleasure of going.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Right.

Senator FEINSTEIN. And, as you know, it’s a very impressive——

Mr. D’AGosTINO. Right.

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. Plant. And the prototype for a
fission nuclear powerplant was obviously there and was mentioned
by people who were briefing me. It’s also my understanding that
the National Academy of Science, and the National Academy of En-
gineering, are conducting a study on inertial fusion energy.

Mr. D’AGcosTINO. Right.

Senator FEINSTEIN. And the question is, whether this facility has
the resources to provide the Academy with support and collateral
information.

So, my question is this. I am told that the NIF will not have
funding to operate the facility, 24/7, that it is being reduced to 16
hours a day, 5 days a week, which obviously limits the type of re-
search it can do. So, here’s the question. Do you believe that Law-
rence Livermore would need additional funding to develop a base-
line design for the technologies required to translate successful
demonstration of ignition, on NIF, into a practical powerplant for
supplying sustainable, carbon-free baseload electricity?

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Our program does not have—first of all, we
don’t have a baseline level of funding to do that, to convert what
could come out of the NIF Facility into a powerplant. That is not
part of our budget. However, the key on NIF is, get to ignition first,
because that is the most important thing, for a number of reasons
you pointed out—potential energy benefit—there’s a tremendous
scientific benefit that that draws. I mean, being able to explore
what happens to the materials under these extreme pressures and
temperatures will be important, not just for weapons physics, but
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also for basic science. And third, we believe it’s critical to get to ig-
nition in order to effectively be able to provide that proof test on
the stockpile itself. It will allow us to solve some very specific prob-
lems, that we can describe in a classified setting.

But, the budget that we have before us doesn’t have an aggres-
sive inertial fusion energy component, as it’s laid out before you.
What we are doing, though, because—as we’ve committed to Con-
gress for close to a decade now—is to conduct a credible ignition
experiment this year. And “credible” means that we have no reason
to believe it’s not going to work. So, we’re going to do that this
year. And what we are working very closely on is that work plan
once you achieve this, just, unbelievable scientific milestone—is
both the scientific work that has to lay out—layer out on top of
that to explore that energy pipeline that could potentially come out
of this facility.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Is that included in the $481 million——

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. The

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. Amount.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. The $481 million piece is to support the types
of experiments—stockpile stewardship experiments that we need to
have in order to make sure it addresses the science and the stock-
pile part of the NIF facility. There are components of that——

Senator FEINSTEIN. Is that a yes, or a no?

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. So, it’'s—no, it does not include inertial fusion
energy—an aggressive inertial fusion energy program right now.
What I will say is the Under Secretary for Science, Steven Koonin
and I have talked about, you know, “This is a big deal, this Na-
tional Ignition Facility. How do we look at this, as a department—
not just as NNSA, but as a department—to address the energy
piece of that?”

Senator FEINSTEIN. Yes, so was fusion energy.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Right. And the fusion energy sciences group in
the basic science area—we do have an international commitment
on the ITER project, out in France. But, we recognize that ignition
changes lots of things; success at Livermore changes lots of things.
So, we're going to be looking very closely at, how does the Depart-
ment bring the Office of Science and the NNSA together in a way
that can capitalize on this tremendous capability? We literally had
the meeting——

Senator FEINSTEIN. So

Mr. D’AGOSTINO [continuing]. Yesterday.

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. What does that mean, in terms
of this year and the budget? If I understand you, you're saying we
can’t do it under the $481 million.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Well ma’am, no, no I think—you’ve got it—the
$481 million gets us to that first milestone.

Senator FEINSTEIN. The first test?

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. That gets us to the test and running experi-
ments. Because there’s no way that, you know, inertial fusion en-
ergy makes any sense at all if you can’t get to ignition and you
can’t understand it better. And so, the $481 million a year, plus
whatever the year-by-year, goes out on that—I don’t know if I have
the specifics in front of me here—will actually operate that facility,
will exercise our scientists, will prove ignition works, will address
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stockpile stewardship problems. And in order to do the component
that we’re all interested in, as well, this energy piece, which I
think has the great potential, we have to put together a program
on top of that. But, to say we know what it’s going to be, on—for
energy purposes, right now, is—it’s just way too early, because we
haven’t achieved ignition yet.

Senator FEINSTEIN. So, this cutback on hours for operation of the
lab, how does that help achieve what you’re trying to achieve?

Mr. D’AcosTiNO. I wasn’t aware of a 24/7 versus a 5/16. I'm
going to look into that——

Senator FEINSTEIN. Okay.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO [continuing]. Though, after this testimony——

Senator FEINSTEIN. Right.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO [continuing]. And try to get a better—I'll get
an

Senator FEINSTEIN. Could——

Mr. D’AGOSTINO [continuing]. Answer

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. You let me——

Mr. D’AGOSTINO [continuing]. To that.

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. Know?

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Absolutely.

Senator FEINSTEIN. I'd appreciate that

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes, ma’am.

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. Very much. Let me see

Mr. D’AGgosTINO. Yes. I'd like——

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. What else

Mr. D’AGOSTINO [continuing]. To do that.

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. Because—when I went to the lab
and actually looked and actually talked to people there, you know,
the spark that’s just turned on. I mean, “What if”

Mr. D’AGosTINO. Right.

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. “It’s possible?”——

Mr. D’AGosTINO. Right.

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. Is a very thrilling “what if.”

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes.

Senator FEINSTEIN. So

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes, ma’am.

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. I think it’s worth pursuing to
see whether it’s possible or not.

Mr. D’AcosTIiNO. We'll do that. And I think it may be worth—
if you're amenable to both Under Secretary Koonin and I giving
you a full-up integrated response on this question of inertial fusion
energy, and NIF, and what does it mean in the out years—we’ll
write that up, as well as—we’d be happy to come up and talk to
you or members of the staff—subcommittee staff.

Senator FEINSTEIN. All right. It just—bottom line, my interest,
on the military side, is really to see that we do not become
proliferators

Mr. D’AGosTINO. Right.

Senator FEINSTEIN [continuing]. That we, by our actions, do not
give anyone else the ability to develop new nuclear weapons.

Mr. D’AGoOSTINO. Yes, ma’am. That’s right. And the great thing
about NIF is, it allows us to test—excuse me—to test the small
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components in a laboratory, and not do underground testing. That’s
why we——

Senator FEINSTEIN. That’s right.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO [continuing]. That’s why we want the NIF.

Senator FEINSTEIN. That’s right.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. So, we want to stay away from this question of
underground testing, as far away as we can.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Great. Thank you very much.

Mr. D’AGosTINO. Thank you, ma’am.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you, gentlemen.

Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION

Senator DORGAN. Senator Feinstein, thank you very much.

Let me ask a question that I referred to briefly in my opening
statement, and it is about the sums of money that we spend on se-
curity upgrades and radiation detection equipment, for example, in
Russia and other countries. What happens after we withdraw? We
make the investment, we help that country provide some additional
security, and then we withdraw. What kind of concern do we have
about sustaining these upgrades? Can you give me some notion of
where we are on that?

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Sure. Why don’t I start, and then I'll ask Mr.
Black to provide some additional detail.

This question of sustainability of security upgrades has been on
the forefront, particularly as we get closer to completing our overall
job in Russia, at least from the implementation standpoint. The job
is never really going to ever end, because it will require, just like
any type infrastructure investment, constant observations and
looking at it, the like.

The fiscal year 2011 request that you have in front of you gets
us to finishing the installation. I believe we have 19 more sites.
V\lle’re about 92 percent done in Russia with, kind of, that baseline
plan.

Senator DORGAN. Can you describe to me what you’re doing at
a site; just generally.

Mr. D’AGosTINO. It will involve—generally, it involves doing a se-
curity assessment, with the Russians, of what’s required at a par-
ticular site, what the vulnerabilities are, whether there’s an insider
threat or whether we have an external physical security threat;
and then working with them to design upgrades, whether they're
cameras, fences, you know, technology, and integrating those; and
purchasing that and then working with them to install.

Steve, do you want

Senator DORGAN. These are the production sites, right?

Mr. D’AcosTINO. Well, I wouldn’t call them “weapons production
sites.” We don’t have access to those, just yet. But, the material
sites, yes.

Senator DORGAN. Weapon materials.

Mr. Brack. Right. These are all in the—in what’s called the
Rosatom Weapons Complex. We're working at seven large facilities
right now, as the Administrator said; 19 buildings, in particular.
And the sorts of things we’re doing is increasing the strength of
doors; we're putting in central alarm stations; we’re putting in
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PIDASs, Perimeter Intrusion Detection Alarm Systems, helping
strengthen guard forces, reactive forces, and the like. Those are
fairly typical security upgrades.

And, in terms of sustainability, what we are doing is, we are
turning over—developing, with each site individually, individual-
ized sustainability plans, because some of these sites have their
own revenues. They may be factories and they produce other things
for the Russian economy, and they may have their own revenue
stream. But, in some cases, these facilities don’t have enough budg-
ets. And so, what we’re trying to do is develop with them a clear
understanding of all of the things that are needed to maintain that
security investment at that particular site, so each site has its own
joint sustainability plan, there are specific milestones, and we're
working with the Russians to make sure that they develop regula-
tions

Senator DORGAN. What is the number of sites?

Mr. BrAck. Total?

Senator DORGAN. Yes.

Mr. BLACK. So, let me

Mr. D’AGosTINO. We've done 221 in Russia

Mr. BrACK. Well, those are the second line of defense sites.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Oh, right, right.

Mr. BLACK. Let me get the information for you and bring it back,
because I want to give you an accurate answer. It’s readily avail-
able, it’s just not in my head and

Senator DORGAN. All right.

Mr. BLACK [continuing]. Won’t be able to find it quickly.

Senator DORGAN. All right.

Mr. BrAck. I do want to make the point, though, that we have
variable degrees of cooperativeness with our Russian partners.
They’re not all the same. In the case of the Russian Customs Serv-
ice we have a cost-sharing agreement with the Customs officials.
And so, the Russians bear half the cost of all of the second-line-of-
defense facilities that are being put in Russia; 170, 175 of those fa-
cilities will be paid for completely by the Russians.

The reason the cost-sharing is important is because it’s an indi-
cation of how committed to the task, in the first place, the Russian
host is. In the case of the Ministry of Defense nuclear sites, they
have been far more receptive to maintaining security upgrades at
roughly two dozen facilities than has Rosatom. But, we’re working
very closely with Rosatom, as I said, and we’re making some
progress.

Senator DORGAN. All right.

Mr. BLACK. Does that help?

MANAGING LIFE EXTENSION PROGRAMS

Senator DORGAN. Finally, let me ask about the B61 life-extension
programs there. It’s, as I'm told, three times the number of compo-
nents that need to be replaced than the W76; there’s about $190
million requested to study the reuse or remanufacture of nuclear
components. You're considering a compressed schedule for it. My
understanding is, the first refurbished B61 would be completed by
2017.

Mr. D’AGoSsTINO. Right.
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Senator DORGAN. So, it’s complicated, complex. You know, we
went down the road, with the W80, and spent a fair amount of
money on refurbishment activities—I think, close to $500 million—
before canceling that program. So, you think the B61 is a critically
important program, and you think that, as complicated as it is,
we’re not going to make the same mistake that we had with the
W80?

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes, sir. I think it’s—it is a critically important
program. It—you know, the early analysis, from our NPR and
working with the Defense Department and folks in the interagency,
have said that that will be a component. I'll ask the General at the
right—when I’'m done with my comments—maybe, to jump in and
provide some specifics, if he could.

Absolutely, you're right. There are more components than the
W76. That’s because the 76—I mean, just the warhead, the bomb,
is—we’re responsible for the whole device. The approaches that
we're looking at, though, will allow us to—and I believe—and the
key is, exercising the people and getting them into the work nec-
essary to maintain the stockpile. And so, I believe, by—my discus-
sions with Tom Hunter, at Sandia National Laboratories, which
have the majority of the work here, and talking with Los Alamos
director, Mike Anastasio, they feel very comfortable that their
workforce is up to the task.

In essence, we've started some of this thinking already, in the
study phase. And this is what we’re asking for, is to continue and
finish that study phase on the B61 bomb. When we’re done with
that study phase, just like a construction project, we will want to
lock down with commitments on both the laboratory’s part, as well
as my part, as representing the NNSA, on the exact cost, scope,
and schedule for that facility. The important thing is the 2017 date.

And then, General, if you can talk to some of the specifics there.

General HARENCAK. Yes, sir.

That’s one of the major requirements of the Department of De-
fense, is ASAS—NNSA to accomplish the life-extended B61 by
2017. That is an aggressive, yet certainly—we are committed to it,
and we will get it done. A key to that, though, is a complete and
full study of it, and that’s what we’re asking to complete as soon
as possible.

Our entire enterprise is going to be focused in defense programs.
Amongst all the things we do our top two priorities of getting
things done is going to be the completion of W76, as we said, and
getting this life-extended B61. This is an analog bomb. It’s the cor-
nerstone of our air-delivered weapon. It is essentially our only one.
It needs to become a digital weapon so it could mate with the F35
for extended-deterrence reasons. That’s the 2017 date on that. It’s
a first-production unit. The F35, regardless of when there are ini-
tial operating dates for that program, is irrespective of what we
need to do. Our milestone that we must complete is to deliver a
life-extended B61 by 2017. In order to do that, we have to start
yesterday. And we started yesterday. But, we need to complete this
study. It is very large—as you see in our budget, that we’re re-
questing a big lift for B61. And that essentially gets to very quickly
locking down how we’re going to take this analog bomb and make



134

it digital; also, how we’re going to improve its surety and its safety
features, which are vitally important.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator DORGAN. All right. We are going to submit a number of
written questions to you.

Senator Feinstein, do you have additional questions?

Senator FEINSTEIN. I don’t believe so, at this time.

Senator DORGAN. All right.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you, though.

Senator DORGAN. Well, then we will be submitting additional
questions, Mr. D’Agostino. We appreciate very much your team
being here, and your being here. And obviously this is a lot of
money.

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes, sir.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN
NUCLEAR WEAPONS DESIGN CHANGES

Question. Increases in funding for nuclear weapons science, technology and engi-
neering point to developing capabilities to modify the design of existing weapons
and understand the changes. For example, a $48 million increase for plutonium
sustainment allows NNSA to manufacture pits for primaries and quadrupling of
funding for advanced certification will develop NNSA’s tools to certify changes to the
nuclear package of existing nuclear weapons.

Does NNSA have plans to modify the design of nuclear weapons? If it does, what
is driving the needs for those changes?

Answer. NNSA will give strong preference, when proceeding with engineering de-
velopment for Life Extension Programs (LEPs), to options for refurbishment or
reuse. Replacement of nuclear components would be undertaken only if critical
Stockpile Management Program goals could not otherwise be met, and if specifically
authorized by the President and approved by Congress. LEPs will use only nuclear
components based on previously tested designs, and will not support new military
missions or provide for new military capabilities. Upgrading and/or replacing limited
life components (LLCs), such as the neutron generators, is considered a relatively
routine maintenance activity to preserve the weapons’ viability. Numerous aging
mechanisms, including corrosion and adhesive bonding failure, raise concerns rel-
ative to non-nuclear components and weapon system performance. Often times, re-
placing materials, which are no longer attainable or usable because they have been
deemed unsafe or environmentally damaging are included as part of an LEP. Other
drivers include replacing or adding features to improve the safety and security of
the stockpile, such as by replacing conventional high explosives with insensitive
high explosives.

Question. How do you reconcile the needs for changes with the JASONSs conclusion
in 1ts 2009 report that the lifetimes of today’s nuclear warheads could be extended
for decades without significant changes to their designs?

Answer. NNSA is in agreement with the JASON’s conclusion that the lifetimes
of today’s nuclear warheads could be extended without significant changes to their
designs. To increase the safety, security, and effectiveness of our nuclear arsenal,
NNSA plans to upgrade limited life components (LLCs) and materials, and incor-
porate more surety—safety, security, and use control—technology, whenever pos-
sible, through LEPs. LLCs reaching their end-of-life will be upgraded with LLCs
that have longer expected lifetimes, Certain materials will be upgraded with more
attainable materials. Each weapon system will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis
and the best technological approach, from a full spectrum of options, will be applied.

Question. To what extent would modifying the design of primaries and secondaries
introduce more risk than maintaining them in their current condition?

Answer. NNSA, through LEPs, will use only nuclear components based on pre-
viously tested designs. Any modifications to the Nuclear Explosive Package (NEP)
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would allow for the introduction of surety features, if feasible, to reduce the risk of
accidental or deliberate unauthorized use of a nuclear weapon.

Question. To what extent are potential design changes consistent with the con-
gressionally authorized Stockpile Management Program?

Answer. The congressionally authorized Stockpile Management Program allows
for the extension of the effective life of nuclear weapons. NNSA, through LEPs,
plans to increase the reliability of our nuclear weapons stockpile by upgrading to
longer life LLCs and more readily available and compatible materials. Increases in
safety, security, and use control through the incorporation of additional surety fea-
tures whenever possible, and if feasible, will reduce the risk of accidental detonation
and also reduce the risk of an element of the stockpile being used by a person or
entity hostile to the United States, its vital interests, or its allies. Because the Nu-
clear Posture Review directs that strong preference be given to options for refurbish-
ment or reuse, upcoming and future LEPs will produce modified weapons that re-
main comparable to their original underground nuclear tested designs to ensure
certifiability, and will consider the possibility of using the resulting warhead on
multiple platforms allowing NNSA to achieve reductions in the future size of the
nuclear weapons stockpile.

B61 LIFE EXTENSION PROGRAM

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, the B61 Life Extension Program (LEP) is going to be
very challenging. The B61 has three times the number of components that need to
be replaced than the W76. In fiscal year 2011, NNSA is asking for about $190 mil-
lion to study the reuse or remanufacture of nuclear components. Despite these chal-
lenges, NNSA is considering a compressed schedule for engineering and design work
to manufacture the first refurbished B61 by 2017.

Given the complexity of the program, is the 2017 date realistic?

Answer. The Nuclear Weapons Council, in 2008, established the 2017 first produc-
tion unit (FPU) date based on the need to replace several non-nuclear components
that are approaching end-of-life and to prevent capability gaps in the U.S. extended
nuclear deterrence. The Nuclear Posture Review later recommended that the full
range of options, including safety and surety enhancements, be considered to extend
the life of a given warhead. The 2017 FPU is achievable provided time-critical tech-
nology maturation activities are funded in fiscal year 2010 and fiscal year 2011
prior to the start of Phase 6.3 engineering development work in fiscal year 2012.
To address B61 technology risks, NNSA is requesting $252 million in fiscal year
2011, which is split between the non-nuclear and nuclear study activities ($136 mil-
lion) and B61 first use, technology maturation work targeted to advance readiness
levels to enable the 2017 FPU ($116 million).

Question. Are you confident that you are not introducing unnecessary risk with
this accelerated schedule?

Answer. Yes. The NNSA augments the weapon system acquisition process with
Integrated Phase Gates (IPGs). IPGs use a systems-engineering approach to bring
rigor, accountability, and cross-functional integration by using management reviews
at key decision points and involving production agencies early in the design process.
NNSA incorporated IPGs based on lessons learned from previous life extension pro-
grams (LEPs) and to address GAO findings and Congressional concerns about LEP
management.

NNSA can manage the risk for the B61 schedule if required technologies are
brought to the appropriate level of readiness prior to beginning engineering develop-
ment in fiscal year 2012. Furthermore, in fiscal year 2012, the Nuclear Weapons
Council will review the readiness of key technologies and associated risks prior to
authorizing the next phase of development.

Question. Is there a clear nuclear deterrent mission need for the B61 life exten-
sion program?

Answer. The recently-released Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) affirms the impor-
tance of the B61 in fulfilling air-delivered strategic and extended deterrent capabili-
ties.

MANAGING LIFE EXTENSION PROGRAMS

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, a number of GAO reports have found that NNSA has
not effectively managed cost, schedule, and technical risks for the last three life ex-
tension programs—the W87, B61, and W76—and that NNSA has not established re-
alistic schedules to complete these projects.

Tci Whﬁ.‘t)’, extent has NNSA improved its ability to manage cost, schedule and tech-
nical risk?
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Answer. NNSA is applying corrective acquisition management measures to the
current B61 Life Extension Program (LEP) Phase 6.2 Study. These measures were
communicated in NNSA’s Management Decision letter of March 12, 2009, in re-
sponse to the Government Accountability Office (GAO) report GAO-09-152C, “Nu-
clear Weapons: NNSA and DOD Need to More Effectively Manage the Stockpile Life
Extension Program.” NNSA has made progress on improving the approach to re-
quirements, risk, cost, and schedule management through an improved implementa-
tion of the joint DOD-NNSA acquisition process for nuclear weapons refurbish-
ments.

Question. Based on NNSA’s current plans, by 2017, NNSA will be completing the
W76 life extension, starting the B61 life extension, preparing for the W78 life exten-
sion, possibly increasing weapons dismantlement based on treaty obligations, and
continuing surveillance of aging nuclear weapons. How does NNSA plan to manage
these many activities concurrently, especially when it has not previously managed
more than one life extension at one time?

Answer. Trade studies are conducted to assess the need for specific NNSA capa-
bilities and facilities. As part of these trade studies, DOD is involved in assessment
of life extension priorities. NNSA is also currently assessing workload in technical
maturation and life extension studies across the nuclear complex and will likely be
making workload-balancing assignments to optimize execution of multiple life exten-
sion activities. Through the early 2000s, NNSA managed the B61 ALT 357, W76,
and W80 life extension programs concurrently.

Question. To what extent will the nuclear weapons production plants—Pantex, Y—
12, and Kansas City—be able to manage this increase in workload when they al-
ready face resources and infrastructure constraints?

Answer. In conjunction with the life extension studies, trade studies are being
conducted to assess the refurbishment options, along with overall workload evalua-
tions on the NNSA production facilities and their capacities. For instance, a Canned
Subassembly (CSA) reuse study is currently underway for the B61 life extension
study that may ultimately minimize the amount of work and resources that will be
needed at Y-12 for this LEP. Also, as part of the enhanced acquisition risk manage-
ment approach to the B61 life extension study, production readiness risks have been
identified at the Kansas City Plant and funding priority has been given to minimize
these risks by the B61 LEP program management team.

Question. To what extent does the fiscal year 2011 budget help the production
plants prepare for increased activities?

Answer. As part of the fiscal year 2011 budget request, the Science, Technology,
and Engineering Campaigns and stockpile services were funded at a level to mature
the development and manufacturing of technologies needed for Life Extension Pro-
grams. In addition, the life extension program management team has given priority
to the complementary funding needed for technical maturation at the national lab-
oratories and plants.

NUCLEAR SURVEILLANCE

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, the fiscal year 2011 budget request adds about $50 mil-
lion to increase surveillance activities for each weapon system in the stockpile.

To what extent is this increase in funding sufficient to address the JASON’s con-
cerns?

Answer. Based on the National Laboratory Directors and the JASON rec-
ommendations for a more robust surveillance program, an increase of $50 million
was added for each year split among the weapon programs to sufficiently enable the
accomplishment of weapons systems surveillance requirements.

Question. How have you modified the surveillance program and how do you main-
tain cor})ﬁdence that the new approach will identify any emerging problems as weap-
ons age?

Answer. In 2007, NNSA modified the surveillance testing approach through the
Surveillance Transformation Project. NNSA took action to reduce the number of sys-
tem test activities across all weapon programs, while increasing the actual number
of component tests that look for age-related degradations. The design agencies re-
viewed their component testing programs and increased requirements in that area.
NNSA also experienced new requirements for non-destructive evaluations and mod-
eling and simulation techniques and capabilities. In prior fiscal years, NNSA was
able to identify some funding within the base program to support the increase in
component testing and development of new surveillance diagnostic techniques and
capabilities; however, the $53 million in increased funding included in the fiscal
year 2011 request for surveillance activities will allow NNSA to make significant
progress on the Surveillance Transformation Project.
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In addition, NNSA reorganized the surveillance enterprise structure to improve
the alignment of the organizations responsible for the development of surveillance
requirements all the way up to those responsible for programmatic and budgetary
decisions. Emphasis has been placed on better integration and communication of re-
quirements and prioritization of activities across weapon programs and all sites.
This was another issue raised by the JASON study.

NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, in January 2009, the JASONSs criticized NNSA for fail-
ing to implement a “critical recommendation” they issued in 2005 to improve over-
sight and management of the National Ignition Campaign.

Has NNSA implemented the recommendation by establishing both an advisory
committee to review scientific and technical issues and an advisory committee to re-
view how NIF will be shared by different users?

Answer. As recommended by the JASON review and endorsed by NNSA, LLNL
has formed an advisory group (Chaired by Dr. Alvin Trivelpiece) to review the
progress of the National Ignition Campaign. This group has had one meeting and
will be producing a preliminary report soon. NNSA has also taken initial steps to
form a Federal Review Committee with a charter that will include all of weapons
science and technology. This committee will review the use of NNSA facilities as
shared national resources. Finally, NNSA has also formed a Planning Council whose
purpose is to formulate a detailed plan for weapons experimental activities for all
users at all NNSA facilities.

Question. If not, why has it taken more than 5 years to implement this rec-
ommendation?

Answer. The NNSA is implementing the recommendation.

WEAPONS DISMANTLEMENT AND DISPOSITION

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, funding for weapons dismantlement and disposition is
declining in fiscal year 2011.

Is NNSA reducing the pace of dismantlements?

Answer. No, the pace of dismantlements remains consistent with our commitment
to dismantle all currently retired weapons by 2022. However, the dismantlement
rate varies depending on the complexity of the weapon types scheduled for dis-
mantlement. Some weapons require considerably more effort and time than others
to dismantle. In recent years, NNSA exceeded its planned dismantlement rates due
to investments in efficiencies and additional funding from Congress. Consequently,
NNSA has some flexibility in adjusting resource commitments in the near term.
NNSA remains committed to dismantle all currently retired weapons by 2022.

Question. Is a funding decrease consistent with the backlog of retired weapons
awaiting dismantlement and potentially more after the START treaty is signed?

Answer. NNSA’s planned fiscal year 2011 dismantlement funding aligns with our
schedule to dismantle all currently retired weapons by 2022. The NNSA will review
the details of the New START treaty and ensure we take appropriate action to sup-
port the commitments made by the President. The schedule and planning through
2022 will need to be adjusted if additional dismantlements are to be added to the
workload within that timeframe.

NONPROLIFERATION

Question. From fiscal year 1993 through fiscal year 2010, DOE has spent more
than $2 billion to provide security upgrades and other related assistance to nuclear
weapon sites in Russia and other countries. In fiscal year 2011, NNSA requested
more than $200 million to complete this work with the last year of funding for these
programs in fiscal year 2012.

How will NNSA ensure that Russia will maintain these security upgrades once
the United States withdraws?

Answer. The funds requested will be used to support nuclear security improve-
ments to areas where NNSA has recently been granted access, continue to maintain
the systems we have installed over the period of our program, and tackle the chal-
lenge of reducing the risk to theft by an insider.

At the same time, NNSA is doing all it can to help Russia take over financial re-
sponsibility. For the past several years, NNSA has been working with our Russian
partners, primarily the State Corporation for Atomic Energy, “Rosatom,” to ensure
that they are prepared to sustain our sizeable investment in the long-term. NNSA
and Rosatom have agreed to a Joint Transition Plan which identifies the funda-
mental requirements for sustainable nuclear security programs, and joint projects
that will be undertaken over the next few years to ensure these fundamental re-
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quirements are in place. Rosatom officials have told NNSA counterparts repeatedly
that they understand maintenance of these systems in the long run is their respon-
sibility, however, we believe the added costs for maintenance are being passed on
to sites and are not being funded through Russia’s Federal budget. Regarding the
Ministry of Defense, it has informed us that it will take over full financial responsi-
bility for sustaining permanent warhead sites (11 sites with DOE-funded upgrades,
18 sites with DOD-funded upgrades), and that the Kremlin has promised necessary
funds will be made available. MOD is expecting to receive funding in April 2010 for
this sustainability work.

The success of these efforts ultimately depends on Russia’s willingness and ability
to devote the necessary resources. We hope that the Russian Government will in-
crease its nuclear security budget and ensure that these funds are efficiently distrib-
uted to the hundreds of nuclear facilities across the vast Russian territory. The Rus-
sian nuclear security budget is classified and we have not yet seen much evidence
of increases in funding at sites where we are working.

Question. Funding for the gap nuclear material remove program jumps from $9
million to $108 million or 12 times more funding than fiscal year 2010. How does
NNSA plan to spend this significant increase in funding for this program and what
are the challenges in spending this money?

Answer. This activity supports the removal and disposal of vulnerable, high-risk
nuclear materials that are not covered by the Russian-origin and U.S.-origin Nu-
clear Material Remove activities. This includes U.S.-origin HEU other than TRIGA
and MTR fuel, HEU of non-U.S.- and non-Russian-origin, and separated plutonium.
These activities collectively support President Obama’s April 5, 2009 Prague speech
in which he called for an international effort to secure all vulnerable nuclear mate-
rial around the world within 4 years, which was further strengthened in the July
2009 Joint Statement resulting from the Moscow Summit and the September 2009
UNSC Resolution 1887. In accordance with these goals, GTRI is accelerating the re-
turn of Gap material from third countries.

In fiscal year 2011, GTRI will remove or facilitate disposition of an additional 161
kilograms of Gap HEU and plutonium from several countries, resulting in a cumu-
lative total of 301 kilograms of HEU and plutonium removed, enough material for
more than 10 nuclear weapons. Funds will also be used for preparatory activities
for removals planned for 2012.

Additionally, in fiscal year 2011 GTRI will focus a large portion of its funding on
HEU spent fuel removals since we have completed most of the HEU fresh fuel re-
movals. Spent fuel removals are more expensive than the fresh fuel removals be-
cause the radioactivity of the fuel requires specialized casks and remote operations.

SECOND LINE OF DEFENSE

Question. Funding for the Second Line of Defense (SLD) core program, which in-
volves installing radiation detection equipment at borders in Russia, former Soviet
states, Eastern Europe and other key countries is doubling to $140 million to com-
plete another 55 sites.

Have countries at these 55 sites already agreed to install this equipment?

Answer. The 55 sites are based on our current planning and represent our best
projection of the sites at which we will be working. We already have agreements
in place to partner with all but two of the countries, and we have every reason to
believe that we will sign these additional agreements in the near future, certainly
before fiscal year 2011.

Question. Are these sites the highest priority sites to combat nonproliferation?

Answer. Based on our threat analysis, we believe that all these sites are high pri-
ority for receiving SLD support.

Question. How will the United States ensure that these countries will properly
maintain the equipment after it is installed?

Answer. SLD’s Sustainability Program is designed to ensure the long-term oper-
ation of SLD systems by Host Country Partners. To this end, SLD works closely
with Host Country Partners to develop their indigenous capabilities so that we may
fully transition SLD systems to their support. SLD and Host Country Partners
agree on joint transition plans in which milestones for the turnover of training,
macilntenance, and oversight responsibilities (including budget planning) are formal-
ized.

During this transition phase, the SLD Program provides maintenance technicians,
training experts, and Sustainability leads to work with Host Country Partners to
develop their indigenous capabilities. For maintenance, SLD provides training, tools,
and spare parts to ensure equipment remains operable. Maintenance is usually per-
formed by local contractors and includes scheduled maintenance and calibration as
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well as urgent or unscheduled repairs. In addition, Pacific Northwest National Lab-
oratory (PNNL) provides support on training transition to the Host Country Part-
ners. PNNL has also established a Help Desk to provide support to local mainte-
nance providers and host nation counterparts in the event of an issue with a system
that cannot be resolved at the local level. Through the Help Desk, the program can
provide remote expertise or deploy experts from the United States if needed to re-
pair a system if needed.

Question. Has DOE addressed GAO’s concerns about corruption of some foreign
border security officials, technical limitations of some radiation detection equipment,
inadequate maintenance of some equipment, and the lack of supporting infrastruc-
ture at some border sites?

Answer. The Second Line of Defense Program addresses corruption through two
main approaches. First, radiation portal monitors are networked to central alarm
stations (CAS) at the sites. Should an alarm sound or a monitor be disabled, the
CAS operator is automatically notified. In most sites, this means that more than
one individual is engaged in resolving alarms and would be aware if a monitor were
disabled or ignored. This increases the chance that corrupt actions could be observed
and countered. In addition, the SLD Core Program has begun integrating the sites
into nationwide networks reporting to central officials (usually in the nation’s cap-
ital). Should a high-priority alarm be generated at a site, or a monitor disabled,
other border security officials would become aware and could investigate and vali-
date the actions of the officials at the border crossings. Integration projects are un-
derway in Russia (where the Customs Service is paying for half the installation) and
Georgia. Networking is planned to begin in one more country in 2011.

SLD also collaborates with other international organizations, notably the EU and
TIAEA on training, in addition to the extensive training that SLD provides directly
to the partner country as part of the implementation process. SLD believes that this
training contributes to strengthening the recipient organizations and building a
strong cadre of committed customs and border management officials.

The radiation detection equipment SLD Core provides has been proven over time
to be robust, relatively easy to maintain, and effective in detecting special nuclear
material (SNM) under limited shielding scenarios. A knowledgeable individual can
shield SNM from the passive radiation detection equipment we provide. However,
we believe that the equipment that SLD provides is the best and most appropriate
detection system currently available for the type of detection activities being carried
out. The equipment is carefully installed and its settings optimized to maximize its
effectiveness against SNM.

The SLD Program funds maintenance and sustainment contracts that provide for
calibration of the equipment it provides. Responsibility for funding maintenance and
sustainability transitions to the recipient country after an agreed upon period of
time, generally 3 years but longer if necessary. A description of how SLD maintains
equipment is provided in the answer to the previous question.

In most cases, infrastructure exists to provide electricity and security for the radi-
ation portal monitors. In many cases, back up power generators are provided to en-
sure that short-term power outages do not adversely impact the monitors. In cases
where sites are not manned year round, or there is insufficient infrastructure, SLD
may provide handheld devices in lieu of permanently installed systems.

U.S. AND RUSSIAN PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION

Question. The United States is negotiating an agreement with Russia in which the
United States would provide $400 million to support plutonium disposition in Rus-
sia and Russia would pay the other $2 billion. The fiscal year 2011 budget asks for
the first $100 million U.S. commitment.

Wh?at is the status of the U.S.-Russia protocol to dispose of weapons grade pluto-
nium?

Answer. On March 11, the U.S. and Russian lead negotiators initialed the con-
formed English and Russian texts of a Protocol to amend the 2000 Plutonium Man-
agement and Disposition Agreement (PMDA). A set of associated monitoring and in-
spections key elements was also approved in mid-March. The United States and
Russia are scheduled to sign the Protocol in mid-April.

Question. What are the terms of U.S. financial support and what would Russia
have to do before we release the first $100 million and the other $300 million?

Answer. The United States will spend the $100 million in the fiscal year 2011
budget request once the amended PMDA and associated liability provisions enter
into force (expected in fall 2010 once the Russian Duma ratifies the amended
PMDA). DOE has developed a notional plan for spending $300 million of the $400
million based on a “milestone approach” to move Russia toward beginning disposi-
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tion in 2018. Under the “milestone approach,” the United States would provide
funding once Russia has fully completed a milestone and U.S. experts have verified
such completion. The remaining $100 million will be paid to Russia on a pro rated
basis for each metric ton of plutonium verified to have been irradiated and disposed
(e.g., approximately $2.7 million per metric ton).

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DIANNE FEINSTEIN
NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Question. The President has requested $11.2 billion for the National Nuclear Se-
curity Administration, a 13.4 percent increase from fiscal year 2010. This includes
a request of $7 billion for Weapons Activities, an increase of $624 million from fiscal
year 2010. In your testimony and in the recent op-ed by Vice President Joe Biden,
the administration has argued that the funding requests reflects the President’s vi-
sion of a nuclear free world and his commitment to stopping the spread of nuclear
weapons efforts and maintaining the safety and security of our arsenal without nu-
clear testing.

Are you concerned that our allies and adversaries will view the massive increase
in spending on our nuclear weapons arsenal as an indication that the United States
is not serious about a nuclear-free world?

Answer. As President Obama articulated in his April 2009 speech in Prague, the
United States is committed to achieving a world without nuclear weapons. While
this is a long-term objective, the President expressed his intent to take concrete
steps to make it possible. Several of these steps have already been taken.

—Critically, the United States and Russia have already reduced the number of
deployed strategic nuclear warheads by about 75 percent, and the signing of
New START agreement will take these numbers even lower.

—Moreover, the Nuclear Posture Review deemphasizes the role of nuclear weap-
ons in U.S. national security strategy.

—However, as long as nuclear weapons exist, the United States is committed to
maintaining safe, secure, and effective nuclear forces in order to deter potential
adversaries and assure U.S. allies and partners.

—The increase in spending will allow NNSA to modernize the infrastructure and
sustain the science, technology, and engineering base. By revamping the com-
plex, we will be able to consolidate activities, and respond more effectively to
unanticipated future threats. This will not only assure that our stockpile re-
mains safe, secure and effective, but the reinvestment will in fact also facilitate
further nuclear reductions by sustaining the confidence in the active weapon
systems and lower the need for a large reserve stockpile. Continued investment
in the nuclear complex will also enhance our ability to stem nuclear prolifera-
tion and nuclear terrorism.

Question. How does the President’s request square with his view that the United
States should lessen the importance of nuclear weapons in our national security
strategy?

Answer. The President’s request is consistent with his view that investments in
the nuclear security enterprise are required to lessen the importance of the nuclear
weapons in our national security strategy.

—By maintaining a credible nuclear deterrent and reinforcing regional security
architectures with missile defenses and other conventional military capabilities,
we can reassure our non-nuclear allies and partners worldwide of our security
commitments to them and confirm that they do not need nuclear weapons capa-
bilities of their own.

—By pursuing a sound Stockpile Management Program for extending the life of
U.S. nuclear weapons, we can ensure a safe, secure, and effective deterrent
without the development of new nuclear warheads or further nuclear testing.

—By modernizing our aging nuclear facilities and investing in human capital, we
can substantially reduce the number of nuclear weapons we retain as a hedge
against technical or geopolitical surprise, accelerate dismantlement of retired
warheads, and improve our understanding of foreign nuclear weapons activities.

Question. How will the President’s request impact our efforts to strengthen the
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty at the May 2010 review conference?

Answer. The President’s request for increased investment demonstrates our com-
mitment to nuclear nonproliferation efforts. This bolstered the United States’ posi-
tion to lead the effort to strengthen the Nonproliferation Treaty at the May 2010
review conference.
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In last year’s Prague speech, the President laid out his vision for ultimately
achieving a world without nuclear weapons, supported by a system of enhanced non-
proliferation controls and a new international civil nuclear framework. The Presi-
dent’s budget request enhances DOE’s efforts to strengthen both the U.S. nuclear
disarmament record of achievement and the credibility and reliability of the U.S.
nuclear deterrent as a stabilizing influence as we proceed toward a nuclear weapon
free world. The President’s budget request will, among other benefits, allow the De-
partment of Energy to continue with its planned nuclear dismantlement activities
and support the provisions of the recently completed New START Treaty. The budg-
et request will also help the Department to continue to transform the DOE Nuclear
Weapons Complex to a smaller weapons complex that consolidates activities at
fewer sites while allowing the United States to better respond to existing and cred-
ible potential challenges. These changes will provide the framework to allow the
United States to go to lower numbers of nuclear warheads in the stockpile.

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, as you know, I have long opposed the production of new
nuclear weapons by the United States. It is unnecessary and harms our nuclear
nonproliferation efforts. During the presidential campaign President Obama said: “I
will not authorize the development of new nuclear weapons.” The President did not
request any funding for the Reliable Replacement Warhead program in fiscal year
2010 and on a conference call with reporters last month you said that “RRW is
dead, it is over.”

Can you confirm that the fiscal year 2011 budget request does not contain any
funding for the Reliable Replacement Warhead program or any new-design war-
heads?

Answer. Yes. I can confirm that the fiscal year 2011 budget request does not con-
tain any funding for the Reliable Replacement Warhead program or any new-design
warheads. Per the Nuclear Posture Review, the administration is focused on main-
taining the stockpile through Life Extension Programs.

Question. If the NNSA fiscal year 2011 budget does not include any funding for
new-design nuclear weapons, is it accurate to say that you and the directors of the
national labs agree that for the foreseeable future the effectiveness of our nuclear
arsenal can be maintained into the indefinite future through Life Extension Pro-
grams?

Answer. Yes, the Laboratory Directors and I agree that our nuclear arsenal can
be maintained into the indefinite future through Life Extension Programs (LEPs).
The full range of LEP approaches will be considered on a weapon-by-weapon basis.
The Nuclear Posture Review states, “In any decision to proceed to engineering de-
velopment for warhead LEPs, the United States will give strong preference to op-
tions for refurbishment or reuse. Replacement of nuclear components would be un-
dertaken only if critical Stockpile Management Program goals could not be other-
wise met, and if specifically authorized by the President and (funding is) approved
by Congress.”

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, I was pleased to see the recent report of the JASONS,
the independent scientific body, which found that the United States can maintain
our existing nuclear arsenal for decades with our existing Life Extension Programs.
This is great news.

In your view, does this report close the door, once and for all, on a Reliable Re-
placement Warhead-like program that would produce a new nuclear warhead?

Answer. NNSA does not foresee the need to develop a new nuclear warhead. Each
weapon system will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis in order to determine
which Life Extension Program option best preserves the weapon’s effectiveness,
safety, and security. The Nuclear Posture Review makes the point very clearly, “The
United States will not develop new nuclear warheads. Life Extension Programs will
use only nuclear components based on previously tested designs, and will not sup-
port new military missions or provide for new military capabilities.”

Question. How will the Nuclear Posture Review influence the size of the reduc-
tions in each nation’s stockpile?

Answer. The Nuclear Posture Review conducted detailed analysis to determine an
appropriate limit on nuclear warheads and strategic delivery vehicles.

—As an initial step, the administration is committed to working with Russia to
preserve stability at significantly reduced nuclear force level, through the New
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (New START), which will replace the expired
1991 START I Treaty.

—New START sets significant mutual limits in deployed strategic nuclear war-
heads, well below that 2,200 allowed under the Strategic Offensive Reductions
Treaty, also known as the Moscow Treaty, which expires in 2012.
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—The United States agreed with Russia to New START limits of 1,550 account-
able strategic warheads, 700 deployed strategic delivery vehicles, and a com-
bined limit of 800 deployed and non-deployed strategic launchers.

—The Nuclear Posture Review also calls for reinvesting in the nuclear security
enterprise’s intellectual and physical infrastructure. This additional investment
will not only assure that our stockpile remains safe, secure and effective, but
will also facilitate further nuclear reductions by sustaining the confidence in the
active weapon systems and lower the need for a large reserve stockpile.

Question. Given the substantial commitment to maintaining the safety and reli-
ability of the nuclear arsenal as reflected in the President’s budget request for the
NNSA, can we go even lower?

Answer. The New START Treaty has been signed. The President has directed a
review of potential future reductions in U.S. nuclear weapons below New START
levels, but the pace of further reductions has yet to be determined. The Nuclear Pos-
ture Review states, “Russia’s nuclear force will remain a significant factor in deter-
mining how much and how fast we are prepared to reduce U.S. forces. Following
ratification and entry into force of New START, the administration will pursue a
follow-on agreement with Russia that binds both countries to further reductions in
all nuclear weapons. Because of our improved relations, the need for strict numer-
ical parity between the two countries is no longer as compelling as it was during
the cold war. But large disparities in nuclear capabilities could raise concerns on
both sides and among U.S. allies and partners, and may not be conducive to main-
taining a stable, long-term strategic relationship, especially as nuclear forces are
significantly reduced. Therefore, we will place importance on Russia joining us as
we move to lower levels.” 1

NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION EFFORTS

Question. I firmly believe that ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
is critical to reclaiming U.S. leadership in the nuclear nonproliferation field and
bringing us closer to a world free of nuclear weapons. I am pleased that the Obama
administration has made ratification of this treaty a priority.

How does the President’s budget request support ratification of the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty? Is there sufficient funding for implementation and
verification?

Answer. The President’s budget request reflects his commitment to maintaining
the nuclear deterrent without nuclear testing and is consistent with the principles
of the Stockpile Stewardship Management Plan submitted to Congress. This budget
reinvests and recapitalizes the nuclear security infrastructure—including in its
science, technology and engineering human capital base—essential for assuring that
the stockpile is safe, secure and effective. The President’s arms control and non-pro-
liferation policies require these investments so that the Nation is confident that its
reduced nuclear stockpile is safe, secure, and effective, without having to resort to
nuclear testing.

The President’s budget request also supports CTBT ratification because it invests
in a robust, science-based Stockpile Stewardship Program (SSP). SSP is the key pro-
gram that provides the Nation the assurance that the stockpile is safe, secure, and
effective without underground nuclear testing. SSP is also the essential program for
managing long-term risks to the stockpile as it ages, protecting against technological
surprises, and supporting nuclear nonproliferation technology development. The
SSP sustains the science, technology, and engineering expertise and exercises the
talent for the development of next-generation technologies for proliferation preven-
tion-related nuclear missions, including nuclear forensics, detection, and verification
technologies. A sustained science base will provide the ability to respond to the chal-
lenge of meeting requirements that may result from the New START or CTBT trea-
ties.

While today’s SSP capabilities are supplanting—and even surpassing—the role
that nuclear tests once played in understanding our nuclear weapons, the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2011 budget request will also allow us to revitalize the workforce,
sustain the stockpile, and modernize key parts of the physical infrastructure.

Question. 1 applaud your commitment to supporting President Obama’s goal of se-
curing all vulnerable nuclear material from around the world within 4 years.

What do you need from Congress to meet this goal? What programs will be in-
volved? What are the key challenges?

1 Nuclear Posture Review Report, April 2010, Page 30.
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Answer. Congressional support for our budget requests is a critical element to en-
suring that we meet the President’s goal of leading an international effort to secure
all vulnerable nuclear materials within 4 years.

A number of programs within the Office of Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation play
a direct role in implementing the work necessary to meet this goal. The Offices of
International Material Protection and Cooperation and Global Threat Reduction
lead the effort to secure vulnerable nuclear materials from theft or sabotage world-
wide. The Global Threat Reduction Initiative seeks to permanently eliminate the
threat by converting research reactors and isotope production facilities from the use
of highly enriched uranium (HEU) to low enriched uranium (LEU) and by removing
or permanently disposing of excess nuclear material. Finally, the Office of Non-
proliferation and International Security plays a vital role in strengthening the inter-
national system that ensures that nuclear sites worldwide have adequate safeguards
measures in place.

The primary challenge that NNSA faces is cooperation of foreign governments.
The United States cannot unilaterally eliminate the threat posed by dangerous ma-
terials and we therefore rely heavily on cooperation from many international part-
ners. In addition to the activities outlined above, the Office of Defense Nuclear Non-
proliferation has been actively involved in various initiatives undertaken to bolster
U.S. leadership in nonproliferation and arms control, such as the 2010 Nuclear Se-
curity Summit, the Joint Statement from the Moscow Summit in July 2009, and the
September 2009 United Nations Security Council (UNSC) Resolution 1887.

NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, some assert that the National Ignition Facility may be
a prototype for a fusion nuclear powerplant some day. I understand that the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences and the National Academy of Engineering are con-
ducting a study on Inertial Fusion Energy in part to explore the viability of that
vision.

Do you agree that the results of this study could be enhanced if the National Igni-
tion Facility is able to provide the Academy with extensive analysis and testing?

Answer. While I agree that the National Ignition Facility (NIF) will ultimately
play a central role in any program designed to evaluate concepts for inertial fusion
energy, I do not believe that specific new experimental work will be required for the
current National Academies study. The National Academies panel has been asked
to assess the prospects for Inertial Fusion Energy (IFE) as a power source; to iden-
tify scientific and engineering challenges, cost targets and research and development
objectives associated with developing an IFE demonstration plant; and to advise the
DOE on an R&D roadmap aimed at creating a conceptual design for such a dem-
onstration assuming success in ignition at NIF as a starting point. This will be a
wide-ranging assessment that will look at various schemes for target physics and
component technologies beyond those currently being investigated as part of the Na-
tional Ignition Campaign and will depend primarily on existing computational and
experimental studies of the various approaches. The most important task for NIF,
in support of the study, is to achieve ignition as soon as possible since the prospects
for development of inertial fusion for energy applications is dependent upon achieve-
ment of this critical milestone. The current schedule for this is already quite aggres-
sive.

Question. Do you believe that Lawrence Livermore National Lab would need addi-
tional funding to provide the Academy with such testing and analysis?

Answer. Specific funding has not been provided to the laboratories to support such
studies in the past, but they may use their discretionary research funding to sup-
port work they deem necessary for their participation. If funding was directed to
support analysis and testing in support of the National Academies study, a mecha-
nism would have to be identified to ensure equitable access to all potential partici-
pants and thus all potential IFE alternatives in the study.

Question. Could the NAS’s ability to make sound technical judgments on the po-
tential of Inertial Fusion Energy be impaired due to the lack of technical develop-
ment of the trade-offs of various design approaches if it does not have full access
to NIF testing?

Answer. Because the NAS has been asked to help establish an R&D roadmap for
IFE based upon the current state of maturity of the relevant science and technology,
it is not likely that their conclusions could be impacted by testing prior to the
achievement of ignition. The most important question that NIF will address rel-
evant to the National Academies study is the demonstration of ignition, which is
already the focus of the National Ignition Campaign. All of the nascent inter-
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national efforts on IFE are also planning based on the U.S. Inertial Confinement
Fusion program being the lead on the actual demonstration of ignition.

Question. Do you believe that developing Inertial Fusion Energy should be part
?f thehm%ndate of the NNSA, the DOE Office of Science, or both? Why do you be-
ieve this?

Answer. Through leadership of the three Department of Energy Under Secre-
taries, and reporting through Under Secretary Koonin, we have an internal DOE
study to assess several areas of research and development that currently cut across
departmental organizations. We have chosen to include inertial fusion energy in
those assessments because of its potential, and we will use this process to consider
fv}'ifra and how to recommend to Congress that a modified program might be estab-
ished.

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, a year after completion of construction of the National
Ignition Facility, NNSA has proposed an operations budget that may not permit
Lawrence Livermore National Lab to run this facility full time.

Do you agree that after making this sort of capital investment, NNSA should pro-
vide the resources necessary to operate the facility 24 hours a day, 7 days a week?

Answer. NNSA’s requested funding provides for 24-hour-a-day, 7-day-a-week (24/
7) operations at NIF. A very careful experimental plan has been formulated for the
period through the first attempts at ignition. In this plan, the most efficient experi-
mental shot sequence was deemed to be about 16 hours-per-day/5 days-per-week (16/
5) with the overall NIF operations staff remaining on a 24/7 status. This plan is
also more compatible with the continuing installation of sophisticated equipment
since the facility operations schedule must allow adequate time to ensure safety
during maintenance and installation of experimental equipment.

In the early experimental operation of NIF, the shot sequence was 10 hours-per-
day/7 days-per-week. NIF is currently in the process of installing sophisticated cryo-
genic (and other) equipment that will enable DT-layered target operation. After this
installation period, NIF will begin the 16/5 shot sequence that is believed to be opti-
mum for the very complex targets that will be utilized for many of the shots.

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, at our hearing, you emphasized that it is very impor-
tant to focus on getting to ignition at NIF, before putting too much work into next
steps predicated on successful ignition. However, I am told that scientists in other
countries are barreling ahead with their work “assuming ignition,” and that we risk
falling behind as a result.

Are you concerned that we could fall behind other countries in this area due to
our caution? Please explain.

Answer. The Department of Energy is a world leader in inertial confinement fu-
sion research, and the National Ignition Facility gives the United States an unparal-
leled capability to undertake this research. Our aggressive plan for ignition will lay
the basis for the rest of the world to pursue research in inertial fusion energy, with
reliance on U.S. development of critical technology such as diode-pumped laser sys-
tems. A similar facility called Laser Mega Joule is expected to eventually provide
a French capability to pursue ignition, but the United States is in the unique posi-
tion to pursue this major scientific achievement now. Current European plans for
Inertial Fusion Energy are at a formative stage and will not involve significant ac-
tivity until about 2020. Our scientists are certainly aware of the worldwide activities
in this area, and I am not concerned that we could fall behind other countries is
this area in the foreseeable future.

The U.S. ICF Program is actively pursuing the application of ignition to the cru-
cial needs of the weapons program. With respect to the Inertial Fusion Energy ap-
plication, the National Academy of Sciences has been asked to provide an analysis
of the best directions to follow after the achievement of ignition. We anticipate using
the NAS Panel report (an early draft will be available in less than 1 year) as a key
component in planning for the application of ignition to energy issues.

LLNL STUDY

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, in 2007 a private consortium began operating Lawrence
Livermore National Lab. I still question the logic of having a private contractor run
national nuclear labs as for-profit corporations. Is NNSA willing to conduct a thor-
ough review of whether this privatization effort has produced significant benefits to
the productivity of our national labs”?

Answer. Yes. NNSA is currently sponsoring the study that was mandated in the
fiscal year 2011 National Defense Authorization Act to be conducted by the National
Academies of Science. The study, to be conducted in two phases, each by a sepa-
rately appointed committee, will provide an independent external review of the fol-
lowing for the Lawrence Livermore, Los Alamos, and Sandia National Laboratories:
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—The quality of the scientific research being conducted at the laboratory, includ-
ing research with respect to weapons science, nonproliferation, energy, and
basic science.

—The quality of the engineering being conducted at the laboratory.

—The criteria used to assess the quality of scientific research and engineering
being conducted at the laboratory.

—The relationship between the quality of the science and engineering at the lab-
oratory and the contract for managing and operating the laboratory.

—The management of work conducted by the laboratory for entities other than
the Department of Energy, including academic institutions and other Federal
agencies, and interactions between the laboratory and such entities.

Phase 1 will address elements 4 and 5 of the Statement of Task and aspects of
element 3. A separate committee will be formed for Phase 2, which will address ele-
ments 1 and 2 of the Statement of Task and aspects of element 3.

The report from the NAS is expected to be complete in January 2012.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT F. BENNETT
WEAPONS ACTIVITIES
SURVEILLANCE

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, the budget request states that funding has been re-
stored to fully execute the surveillance program.

What is the budget for surveillance, and how does that amount compare to fiscal
year 20107 Is this enough to make the surveillance program “whole”?

Answer. In fiscal year 2011, NNSA requests $66 million directly for Enhanced
Surveillance. Within Directed Stockpile Work (DSW), there is over $300 million
dedicated to surveillance activities, including the DSW base capability for con-
ducting surveillance in stockpile services and the specific weapon surveillance activi-
ties in stockpile systems. For comparison, the fiscal year 2010 appropriation author-
ized $69 million directly for Enhanced Surveillance and approximately $200 million
dedicated to surveillance activities in DSW.

Based on NNSA’s actions to do surveillance smarter and more efficiently, the fis-
cal year 2011 request provides an adequate and balanced surveillance portfolio.

PLUTONIUM SUSTAINMENT

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, the budget request includes a $50 million increase for
Plutonium Sustainment to restore the capability to produce 10 pits per year.

What happened to this capability? Wasn’t it achieved in fiscal year 2007?

Answer. The NNSA successfully produced 11 W88 pits in fiscal year 2007. The
funding in 2007 was $165 million which was the level necessary to attain and main-
tain the capability to produce up to 10 pits per year. However, fiscal year 2008 and
fiscal year 2009 funding levels were $135 million and $143 million, respectively,
which resulted in the capability not being fully maintained as intended and nec-
essary infrastructure investments to be deferred. The increase of $50 million will
restore the funding levels to maintain this capability back to its required level and
will also support development of a Defense Programs power supply mission. The in-
crease will support upgrades and new equipment items. Additionally, as part of our
Plutonium Sustainment mission, NNSA will work with LANL to revise and update
equipment layout in Plutonium Facility 4 to streamline the pit production process
that is co-located with existing Research and Development activities.

FIRP

Question. When Congress authorized the Facilities and Infrastructure Recapital-
ization Program (FIRP) to buy-down legacy deferred maintenance backlog, it was
designed as a finite program with a congressionally-mandated end in fiscal year
2013. Yet the full scope of legacy deferred maintenance has not been bought down
and newly deferred maintenance has accumulated. Why has adequately maintaining
infrastructure been such a problem for NNSA? What would NNSA do with addi-
tional FIRP funds if the program were extended or succeeded?

Answer. When FIRP was authorized, NNSA determined that an acceptable goal
for deferred maintenance reduction was on the order of $1.2 billion, which was 5
percent of the value to replace the physical infrastructure. This level should provide
a facility condition equivalent to the best managed Federal and private sector cam-
puses.
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FIRP was designed to be completed by fiscal year 2011. Annual funding for FIRP
remained on track through fiscal year 2005 and resulted in sizable reductions of de-
ferred maintenance across the complex through the completion of high priority
projects supporting the Stockpile Stewardship Mission. Thereafter, weapons activity
funding for facility maintenance and deferred maintenance reduction struggled in
the face of reduced appropriations. The direct impact of fewer annual dollars slowed
the progress of deferred maintenance reduction. In light of these challenges Con-
gress authorized in the extension of FIRP to fiscal year 2013 and the $1.2 billion
goal was reduced to $900 million.

If additional funds were provided, the NNSA would continue its goal of to reduce
deferred maintenance to industry standards based on the annual increases fur-
nished. Additional funds would be prioritized to address unfunded deferred mainte-
nance projects, as well as to further support the Facility Disposition subprogram,
which has been restarted this year because of the growing need to dedicate re-
sources specifically to dismantle and dispose of excess deactivated facilities. When
the FIRP Facility Disposition subprogram ended in fiscal year 2008, it had success-
fully demolished more than 3,100,000 gross square feet of excess facilities.

TRITIUM READINESS

Question. Mr. D’Agostino, NNSA is facing significant technical challenges in its
Tritium Readiness Program that have caused the Tennessee Valley Authority to
limit the number of Tritium Producing Burnable Absorber Rods in its reactor (thus
affecting the amount of Tritium produced for extraction).

Is NNSA taking any action to develop alternative Tritium production processes
to the current plan to produce tritium at commercial light water reactors?

Answer. No other alternative to producing tritium in commercial light water reac-
tors is being considered at this time. NNSA and TVA entered into an interagency
agreement in the year 2000 which called for TVA to perform irradiation services for
NNSA using any of the following reactors; Watts Bar Unit 1, Sequoyah Units 1 and
2. Under the interagency agreement, NNSA notifies TVA of its irradiation require-
ments and TVA decides how best to accomplish the irradiation, specifically, which
reactors will be used to accomplish the irradiation services. To date TVA has met
all requirements through the use of Watts Bar Unit 1 only. TVA has taken and will
continue to take steps to get Sequoyah ready for potential future irradiation serv-
ices.

TVA produces tritium for NNSA through the irradiation of Tritium Producing
Burnable Absorber Rods (TPBARs). Although TPBARs have been experiencing high-
er than expected permeation rates of tritium into the reactor coolant system, TVA
has maintained levels below its regulatory limits to ensure public health and safety.
NNSA and TVA are developing plans to continue to meet NNSA tritium require-
ments using only the Watts Bar reactor, however, the Sequoyah reactors would also
be available as backups, if necessary.

Even with the challenges the program faces, the production of tritium at commer-
cial light water reactors remains the best means to produce tritium.

PHYSICAL SECURITY BUDGET

Question. The budget request calls for a decrease for Defense Nuclear Security by
$49 million or 6 percent. The decrease is attributed to implementation of the Graded
Security Protection (GSP) Plan and to “The Deputy Secretary’s Security Reform Ini-
tiative.”

How has implementation of the GSP already effectuated security cost savings and
what are they?

Answer. The issuance of the Department’s 2008 GSP Policy, which replaced the
2005 Design Basis Threat (DBT) Policy, has enabled the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA) to take advantage of cost avoidances tied to the DBT imple-
mentation plans, as well as cost savings associated with ongoing site security oper-
ations. In terms of cost avoidances, the 2008 GSP Policy allowed NNSA to eliminate
approximately $195.6 million in unnecessary one-time security upgrades that were
contained in the site DBT implementation plans. In addition, NNSA was able to
avoid over $30.2 million in recurring annual costs associated with unneeded addi-
tional protective force personnel connected to 2005 DBT implementation plans. This
has yielded a total cost avoidance of over $419.6 million from the startup period of
the DBT implementation plan in 2008, through the duration of the fiscal year 2012—
2016 Future Years Nuclear Security Program. In addition to these cost avoidances,
NNSA is working to find efficiencies for current Category I nuclear security oper-
ations through the Zero-Based Security Review (ZBSR) initiative. Under the ZBSR,
NNSA is collaborating with other organizations within the Department of Energy
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(DOE) and the Department of Defense (DOD) to pilot an innovative GSP Implemen-
tation Assistance Visit (GSP-IAV) approach that provides a strong Federal-Con-
tractor partnership in developing and implementing robust security programs that
provide an acceptable level of risk and are consistent across the NNSA nuclear secu-
rity enterprise and with others that have similar security missions. In our first field
trial of the GSP-IAV, conducted at the Nevada Test Site, we have identified signifi-
cant potential cost savings associated with protecting the Device Assembly Facility
(DAF)—while maintaining exceptionally high protection levels for the facility. We
are in the process of more fully evaluating these proposed changes before making
any final decision on implementation. Our plans are to conduct GSP-IAV activities
at all Category I NNSA sites by the end of this fiscal year. We are confident that
efficiencies we expect to gain through the NNSA ZBSR initiative will enable us to
meet fiscal year 2011 funding targets for safeguards and security while providing
a strong security posture consistent with the Department’s GSP policy.

Question. What is “The Deputy Secretary’s Security Reform Initiative”—is this the
“Zero-Based Security Review” you discussed in your testimony? How does this gen-
erate cost savings?

Answer. The Deputy Secretary’s Security Reform Initiative and the ZBSR are sep-
arate but closely connected activities. The Deputy Secretary issued a challenge to
the Department to reform the security program and develop innovative approaches
to security that were capable of maintaining high levels of security but also elimi-
nated unnecessary costs and productivity drains associated with low-value security
requirements and/or security administration activities. The ZBSR is the NNSA’s an-
swer to the Deputy’s challenge and since June 2009, NA-70 has been working close-
ly with NNSA field sites and the Office of Health, Safety and Security (HSS) to com-
prehensively reexamine our security requirements and implementation expectations.
The ZBSR has identified and will implement improvements to reduce both security
costs and mission impacts, while maintaining very high levels of protection for our
critical national security assets. The NNSA ZBSR approach is consistent with DOE
management reform principles and is strongly supported by both the Federal and
contractor communities.

NNSA’s security reform initiative is built along three main tracks: (1) reforming
security policy; (2) reforming the Category I nuclear security program; and (3) im-
proving the governance of the Federal and contractor security assessment programs.

—Using field-led teams, NNSA has developed four draft security “standards” cov-
ering Information Security, Physical Protection, Protective Forces, and Program
Management & Planning. The standards will document NNSA expectations for
implementing existing DOE directives that are tailored to our nuclear security
enterprise.

—The ZBSR teams used a “first-principles” approach to ensure that security re-
quirements meaningfully contribute to the goal of protecting national security
assets and actually reduce security risks. The teams also focused on driving
consistency with current national standards into the core set of NNSA secu-
rity requirements.

—PFor high-consequence nuclear security operations, NNSA is working closely with
HSS and DOD in piloting an innovative risk assessment approach that is fully
consistent with the new DOE Graded Security Protection (GSP) policy. The pilot
will focus on a peer-reviewed assessment of adversary scenarios and risk in-
formed security response options.

—NNSA is working to improve the management structure for our nuclear secu-
rity operations. This includes developing new approaches for making senior-
level, risk-informed decisions on matching security capabilities to meet cred-
ible threats and determining the necessary and sufficient investments for nu-
clear security operations. This initiative is closely aligned with the Committee
of Principals (CoP) task to more closely align DOD and NNSA nuclear secu-
rity approaches.

—As a compliment to improving our risk management processes, the Office of
Defense Nuclear Security (DNS) is also working on a standardization initia-
tive to improve the efficiency of NNSA nuclear security operations. This effort
will involve the use of the NNSA Supply Chain Management Center (SCMC)
as a common sourcing and procurement mechanism, and will provide cost sav-
ings through the standardization of protective force uniforms, shields, and se-
lect items of security equipment. In addition to the SCMC approach to
leveraging larger buys, DNS has coordinated with DOD’s Joint Munitions
Command to be able to buy ammunition from their contracts. Savings are re-
alized both in unit price as well as avoidance of site overhead taxes—which
can exceed 50 percent at some sites. For ammunition not available through
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DOD, the Service Center will set up contracts with commercial vendors at
pre-negotiated prices for all sites to be able to order from.

—Due to the self-regulatory nature of the NNSA security program, both line man-
agement oversight and Independent Oversight will be needed in this new model
to provide feedback on performance and provide assurance to all stakeholders
that NNSA can effectively perform its vital national security missions. Enhanc-
ing contractor assurance systems are a major focus in improving our perform-
ance assurance processes. We will all continue to ensure that we have the right
level of Federal oversight provided by NNSA Site Offices. Additionally, NNSA
is working with HSS to ensure that the Office of Independent Oversight will
continue to provide us with extremely valuable feedback on the effectiveness of
our security program.

Question. Can you assure us these cost savings measures do not have a detri-

mental effect on security?

Answer. Absolutely, physical security remains a core NNSA mission capability
and we will continue to focus on this area in the future. NNSA is working closely
with the Department to ensure our security reform initiatives are carefully targeted
to eliminate unnecessary costs and remove barriers to improving the productivity
of our national security mission, while maintaining the highest standards for the
protection of our critical national security assets. We intend to carefully monitor the
implementation of our reform efforts and will be working to improve the capabilities
of our site office Federal staff to provide comprehensive oversight of the contractor’s
implementation of our security program requirements. In addition, we are
partnering with the HSS organization to find innovative ways to strengthen Inde-
pendent Oversight activities as well as improve our ability to apply inspection les-
sons-learned across the NNSA enterprise.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION

Question. In the fiscal year 2011 budget the significant funding increase requested
for U.S. Surplus Fissile Material Disposition is largely due to the consolidation of
3 major construction projects in this account: the Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication Fa-
cility (MOX), the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility (PDCF), and the associ-
ated Waste Solidification Building (WSB) for these facilities.

What are the technical reasons for combining this project with the Office of Envi-
ronmental Management Plutonium Preparation project?

Answer. Potential programmatic, life cycle, and schedule advantages that would
result from combining NNSA’s PDCF project with EM’s Plutonium Preparation
(PuP) project include:

—Cost avoidance for surplus plutonium disposition program;

—Avoidance of expenditures for the design, construction, operation, and decon-
tamination and demolition of an additional secure, Hazard Category 2 nuclear
facility;

—Greater program and schedule flexibility through an incremental approach to
project execution;

—Co(sit avoidance at PANTEX by establishing early surplus pit storage at SRS;
an

—Load leveling of Secure Transportation resources.

Question. Will PDCF be operational in time for the MOX facility to operate with-
out pause?

Answer. DOE has planned for PDCF to begin operations several years after the
start-up of the Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel Fabrication Facility (MFFF). To fill the
feedstock gap, DOE is relying on several options including: (1) disassembling sur-
plus pits at LANL (ARIES) in order to produce at least 2 metric tons of plutonium
oxide for MFFF; (2) processing 7.8 metric tons of additional non-pit material suit-
able for MFFF feedstock currently under the jurisdiction of the Office of Environ-
mental Management at the Savannah River Site; (3) working with nuclear utilities
interested in irradiating MOX fuel to adjust the quantity and timing of initial fuel
deliveries; and (4) planning to start-up limited processes in the PDCF to produce
early feedstock for MFFF.

Question. The fiscal year 2011 budget request includes $100 million for Russian
Surplus Fissile Material Disposition to meet a portion of the U.S. $400 million
pledge. Additional funds to fulfill this pledge are not included in the FYNSP. When
are requests anticipated? How did NNSA determine that $100 million was needed
this year? What will it pay for and over how long?

Answer. DOE is requesting $100 million in fiscal year 2011 to demonstrate to
Russia that the United States is serious about fulfilling our $400 million commit-
ment and to begin work that will enable Russia to start disposition in 2018 as called
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for in the amended Plutonium Management and Disposition Agreement (PMDA).
Work to be undertaken includes removing part of the BN-600 reactor that breeds
plutonium, configuring the BN-800 reactor to operate as a burner rather than a
breeder of plutonium, establishing a capability to fabricate surplus weapon-grade
plutonium into MOX fuel, and establishing a monitoring and inspection regime. Ad-
ditional funding will be sought once DOE and Rosatom reach agreement on areas
of U.S. assistance and once the majority of the initial $100 million has been costed.
We anticipate that the last $100 million increment of the $400 million will be re-
quested over a number of years beginning in fiscal year 2018 timeframe to be paid
to Russia on a pro rated basis for each metric ton of plutonium disposed of (e.g.,
approximately $2.7 million per metric ton).

HUMAN CAPITAL

Question. How does NNSA ensure that the nuclear enterprise (Federal and man-
agement and operation contractors) sustains the skills needed for current and future
missions-including those skills needed for currently inactive missions, such as test
readiness?

Answer. The NNSA and its Management and Operating (M&O) contractors
proactively pursue the development of the next generation nuclear security enter-
prise workforce.

—A robust Stockpile Stewardship Program (SSP) provides key opportunities to at-
tract and retain the science, technical, and engineering workforce. SSP pro-
motes skill-building and exercising of talent by conducting, for example, com-
plex integrated experiments at the Nevada Test Site, and on the major NNSA
facilities, such as the National Ignition Facility (NIF), Dual-Axis Radiographic
Hydro-test Facility (DARHT), Joint Actinide Shock Physics Experimental Re-
search (JASPER), and Z—the pulsed power machine.

—In addition, active life extension programs, such as the B61 LEP, further exer-
cise the full spectrum of development work, from advanced and exploratory con-
cepts through product realization, and develop the critical intuition, judgment
and confidence present only in experienced scientists and engineers who have
applied their skills to real nuclear weapons design and development work. This
work is essential to attracting and retaining the scientists and engineers nec-
essary to sustain the Nation’s nuclear deterrent.

—Critical skills for less active missions must also be maintained. The Under-
ground Nuclear Weapon Test readiness program is an example. Test-readiness
skills are exercised through major science experiments at the Nevada Test Site
and the Sub-Critical experiments that take place in Ula, an underground tun-
nel system.

—Further, knowledge preservation programs have been in place since the end of
nuclear testing, archiving underground test data, countless documents, and
hundreds of videotaped interviews to ensure that should a decision be made to
resume nuclear testing, the skill mix needed will be readily reconstituted.

Question. How have external programs and activities (“work for others”) helped
or hindered the enterprise to sustain critical skills?

Answer. The nuclear complex has a long history of performing strategically
aligned work for others (WFO) programs with the express intent of maximizing the
technical value to the NNSA and to other agencies in meeting their national secu-
rity mission requirements. NNSA and WFO programs not only help sustain existing
critical competencies and technologies, but enable the development and maturation
of new leading edge science, technology, and associated critical skills that would oth-
erwise not be possible. Examples of NNSA mission critical capabilities that provide
benefit to and receive benefit from aligned WFO programs include:

—DMaterials (including energetic and non-energetic material design, synthesis,

testing, and characterization from the nano- to the macro-scale);

—Information science & technology (including the full range of modeling, simula-
tion, visualization, and knowledge-creating integration of large data sets to
maintain exquisite situational awareness, perform intelligence assessments, or
make science-based predictions of complex systems);

—Science of signatures (including nuclear forensics, integrated systems for remote
modeling, detection of nuclear and radiological material, and the prevention of
technological surprise); and

—Systems engineering (low volume production against stringent safety, security,
and reliability requirements throughout an extended service life, robust com-
mand and control, exacting performance in challenging diverse environments).

Regardless of funding source, work such as advanced supercomputing, funda-
mental material science, design and production of unique microelectronics and sub-
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systems, and deployment of fully engineered systems (e.g., B61 LEP, nonprolifera-
tion systems, satellites) exercises the full spectrum of science, technology, and engi-
neering skills of the Nuclear Security Enterprise on an ongoing basis to the joint
benefit of NNSA and WFO agencies. Additionally, the diverse and demanding tech-
nical work portfolio enables the Nuclear Security Enterprise to attract and retain
the best talent in many critical skill areas.

Question. To date, how does NNSA identify critical skill gaps at an enterprise-
wide level?

Answer. Each M&O contractor identifies the critical skill gaps. A comprehensive,
enterprise-wide inventory of these skills and capabilities is being developed to pin-
point capabilities at risk, identify gaps, and develop productive recruitment/reten-
tion strategies.

Question. What assistance does NNSA provide to management and operation con-
tractors for recruiting and retention efforts? What changes, if any, is NNSA plan-
ning to make regarding its role sustaining critical skills enterprise-wide?

Answer. NNSA and M&O contractors encourage the development of the next gen-
eration workforce with succession planning programs in the form of institutes, fel-
lowships, internships, capstone projects, and post-doctoral appointments. Among
other outcomes, these institutes and collaborations build relationships with students
to improve their recruitment potential, and they also offer educational programs to
personnel to strengthen their individual critical skills. Beneficial temporary re-
assignments, including detail assignments, job swaps, and acting management roles,
have been found to benefit the “sending” as well as the “receiving” organization.

One key program NNSA uses to address critical skill gaps is Laboratory Directed
Research and Development (LDRD). The LDRD program promotes highly innovative
exploratory research among the scientists, technicians, and engineers to respond to
present national security mission needs and to anticipate future ones. The program
funds projects that pursue technological solutions to the most urgent challenges fac-
ing our Nation or that promote science and engineering foundations that will lead
to new research and development.

Senator DORGAN. It is an increase in funding for some very im-
portant programs. And the questions that have been raised, I
think, are questions you, as a manager, I'm sure, raise every day.
How do we do this? How do we do it effectively and efficiently?

Mr. D’AGoSTINO. Right.

Senator DORGAN. How do we give the taxpayer full value for
their money on these important security issues?

Mr. D’AGoSTINO. Right.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator DORGAN. So, we thank all of you for your willingness to
be here.

Mr. D’AGosTINO. Thank you.

Senator DORGAN. This hearing is recessed.

[Whereupon, at 11:27 a.m., Wednesday, March 10, the sub-
cCOﬁnmittee was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the

air.]
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Senator DORGAN. Good morning. We'll call to order the hearing.
This is a hearing of the Subcommittee on Energy and Water of the
Eenate Appropriations Committee. We appreciate all of you being

ere.

Today, the subcommittee will take testimony on the fiscal year
2011 budget requests for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and for
the Department of the Interior.

Testifying for the Corps will be Jo-Ellen Darcy, the Assistant
Secretary of the Army for Civil Works; Lieutenant General Robert
Van Antwerp, Chief of Engineers for the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers.

Testifying for the Interior will be Anne Castle, Assistant Sec-
retary for Water and Science at the Department of the Interior,
and Michael L. Connor, Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclama-
tion.

I appreciate all of you taking time to be with us this morning.

General Van Antwerp, I know you are aware of the National
Weather Service predictions of a very high likelihood of major
flooding in a number of communities in North Dakota and Min-
nesota and throughout the Midwest this spring. I've already asked
the Corps districts that cover North Dakota to do as much advance
preparation as is possible, and if the flooding is as severe as some
predict, I'll be calling on you for much more help during the flood
fight. Almost everyone remembers the weeks in which the Nation

(151)
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watched every single day as they were on a knife’s edge, wondering
whether the dikes would hold on a substantial, major flood in
Fargo and Moorhead. So, we might be right back into that in just
the coming weeks. Thank you for the work the Corps is doing.

Regarding the fiscal year 2011 budget, the President has talked
about an overall discretionary spending freeze for fiscal year 2011.
That, however, has translated into a 9.3 percent cut for the Corps
budget and a 2 percent cut for the Bureau budget. In my judgment,
those are the wrong agencies to be cutting in the current economic
situation. The Recovery Act was a shot in the arm—no question
about that—but we should be building on that effort with more ro-
bust investments in water projects especially, not returning to
chronically underfunding our needs.

The Corps and the Bureau are agencies that we depend on to
build the water infrastructure that moves our Nation’s cargo, to re-
duce the impact of flooding, to provide irrigation water, to provide
hydropower, and to restore our environment. Nearly all of the work
is contracted to the private sector, which means that there are new
jobs for our citizens when we get these projects up and running.
Not only does the work of the agencies provide jobs now, but the
infrastructure that is constructed continues to benefit the economy.
It’s an asset for this country for decades in the future, which then,
in turn, creates additional new jobs.

Unfortunately, in my opinion, the budget request ignores these
facts and reflects the consistent underfunding that we’ve seen in
too many prior budgets. The fiscal year 2011 budget for the Corps
of Engineers proposes $4.939 billion, which is $506 million below
fiscal year 2010 enacted of $5.45 billion. Not only is the fiscal year
2011 amount less than what was enacted last year, it’s 4 percent
below what the administration proposed last year in their budget.

Secretary Castle and Commissioner Connor, the two major
project accounts for the Department of the Interior under the juris-
diction of this subcommittee are the Central Utah Project Comple-
tion Act and water and related resources for the Bureau of Rec-
lamation. Your budgets are relatively flat compared to fiscal year
2010. While the Central Utah Project is up $1 million, the Bureau
of Reclamation is down $23 million from the current year. A flat
budget is a declining budget for your agencies, and that’s just a
fact because you have additional salary and other expenses from
inflation. Personnel, material, contract costs continue to increase.
So, you are accomplishing less work with the same money based
on the budget request. The needs for water and power, particularly
in the west, continue to rise, along with population increases in
western States.

I know that all of you, as members of the administration, in your
prepared remarks, will tell us, as you must today, that this is a re-
sponsible budget request for your agencies, and it meets the coun-
try’s needs. I have served here a long, long time, and your role here
is to reflect and support the administration’s budget. I understand
that and am not surprised by it. I know of only one occasion where
an official of an administration came and sat at that table, I think
it was former Congressman Parker, and he was just unbelievably
honest when asked, is this enough money for your agency? He said
of course not; we’re dramatically underfunded. The next day, he
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was dramatically out of work. So, we have not gotten such a burst
of candor since, and that was probably 10 years ago.

But I must tell you, from my personal standpoint, I do not think
this is a good budget request for the Corps of Engineers and for
the Bureau of Reclamation.

The top six construction projects in the Corps budget account for
$771 million of the $1.7 billion requested for construction work all
across the United States. That’s 45 percent of the total just for six
projects. Only one of the six projects has a benefit-to-cost ratio. The
other five are for dam safety activities, environmental restoration,
and environmental compliance.

In the general investigation account, two studies account for 30
percent of the money proposed by the administration in that ac-
count. Nearly half of the funding goes to national programs, rather
than the studies of water resource needs. There are proposed new
construction starts for a $1.8 billion environmental restoration
project. One of the studies that will be funded, if we accept this
budget, would lead to a $1 billion flood control project.

The question that we have to ask now is: How are we going to
pay for them? We need to plan for that. I think, in many cases,
these are very important priorities. The metrics and the budget cri-
teria, I think, seem to drive the budget out of balance. And there’s
certainly nothing about the criteria that’s any better than the cri-
teria this committee uses to put together our approach, our annual
spending recommendations. Our decisions are generally based on
the law and the long-standing policy understandings between the
executive and the legislative branch.

The decisions that the administration makes in their budget gen-
erally is the basis for the annual spending plan that this sub-
committee develops, but the subcommittee will have no choice this
year, frankly, but to make some changes in the fiscal year 2011
spending plan to rectify what I think are some of the inequities.
I can’t speak for everybody on the subcommittee, but I would say
that I think the consensus of this subcommittee will not be to sup-
port cutting a half a billion dollars out of the Corps of Engineers’
funding at this time. It is just not a thoughtful recommendation.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I do have a longer statement for the record, which goes into
much more detail, but I wanted to highlight just a few of the
issues.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN

Good morning, the hearing will come to order.

Today, the subcommittee will take testimony on the fiscal year 2011 budget re-
quests for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Department of Interior.

Testifying for the Corps will be: Jo-Ellen Darcy, Assistant Secretary of the Army
for Civil Works.

Ms. Darcy, Congratulations on your confirmation Assistant Secretary. This is not
our first meeting, but it is our first hearing together. I look forward to working with
you on the many water resource problems that we have across this country.

Lieutenant General Robert L. Van Antwerp, Chief of Engineers for the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers.

General Van Antwerp, always good to see you, welcome.
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As I am sure you are both aware, the National Weather Service has predicted a
high likelihood of major flooding in a number of communities in North Dakota as
well as throughout the Midwest this spring. I have already asked the Corps Dis-
tricts that cover North Dakota to do as much advance preparation as possible and
if the flooding is as severe as some are predicting, I will be calling on both of you
for help during both the flood fight and the recovery.

Testifying for the Department of Interior will be: Anne Castle, Assistant Secretary
for Water and Science, Department of the Interior.

Ms. Castle, Congratulations to you on your confirmation as Assistant Secretary
for Water and Science. I look forward to working with you on many western water
issues.

Michael L. Connor, Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation.

Commissioner Connor, it is good to have you back with us.

As T am sure you are aware, I am quite passionate about issues concerning rural
water supply, particularly on unmet promises from 50 years ago on the Garrison
Diversion project. I am glad to see that your budget has provided a little more fund-
ing to address these long overdue promises.

Thank you all for appearing before us today.

As you know, this will be my last general budget oversight hearing of the Corps
and the Bureau’s budgets. The one constant in the Senate is change and assuming
you stay in your positions, you will be testifying before a different Chairman next
year.

When I assumed the Chairmanship of Energy and Water Subcommittee in Janu-
ary 2007, I was quite familiar with the work of both of your agencies in North Da-
kota from my many years in the Senate and the House.

However, upon becoming Chairman, I quickly realized the impacts that your pro-
grams have to the national economy.

More importantly, my colleagues quickly let me know how important your pro-
grams were to nearly all of them. It seemed they all had funding issues for on-going
projects.

It appears that the administration’s fiscal year 2011 budget will be no different
in that regard.

The President has talked about an overall discretionary spending freeze for fiscal
year 2011. That has translated into a 9.3 percent cut for the Corps budget and a
2 percent cut for the Bureau.

These are the wrong agencies to be cutting during the current economic situation.
We should be increasing infrastructure spending now to boost the economy. The Re-
covery Act was a great shot-in-the-arm, but we need to build on that with more ro-
bust investments not return to underfunding our needs.

The Corps and the Bureau builds the water infrastructure that moves our Na-
tion’s cargo, reduces the impacts of flooding, provides irrigation water, hydropower
and restores our environment.

Nearly all of their work is contracted to the private sector which means jobs for
our citizens. Not only does the work of these agencies provide jobs now, the infra-
structure that is constructed continues to benefit the economy for decades in the fu-
ture which in turn creates more jobs.

Unfortunately, the budget request ignores this fact and reflects the consistent
underfunding that we have seen in prior budgets.

The President’s fiscal year 2011 budget for the Corps of Engineers proposes
$4.939 billion, which is $506 million below the fiscal year 2010 enacted amount of
$5.445 billion.

Not only is the fiscal year 2011 amount less than what was enacted in fiscal year
2010, it is 4 percent below what the administration proposed for fiscal year 2010.
When you look at the budget details on an account by account basis, the difference
is more striking.

—General Investigations is down $56 million from the current year.

—Construction, General is down $341 million from the fiscal year 2010 enacted
amount. The fiscal year 2011 request is even down from the administration’s
fiscal year 2010 proposal, yet the request manages to find $29 million for two
new construction projects.

—The Mississippi River and Tributaries account is down $100 million from the
current year.

—O&M is down $39 million from the fiscal year 2010 enacted amount. O&M has
been essentially flat for a number of years even though personnel, material, and
equipment costs have continued to rise.

To provide current year levels for the Corps major accounts would require an ad-

ditional $536 million.
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Secretary Castle and Commissioner Connor the two major project accounts for the
Department of Interior under the jurisdiction of this subcommittee are the Central
Utah Project Completion Act and Water and Related Resources for the Bureau of
Reclamation. Your budgets are relatively flat when compared to fiscal year 2010.

The Central Utah Project Completion Account is proposed at $1 million more than
current year.

The Bureau of Reclamation is down $23 million from the current year.

A flat budget is a declining budget for your agencies. Personnel, material and con-
tract costs continue to increase, so you are accomplishing less work this year based
on this budget request.

The needs for water and power in the West continue to rise along with the popu-
lation increases in the western States.

I know that all of you as loyal members of the administration in your prepared
remarks are going to tell us how responsible this budget request is for your agencies
and how it meets the country’s needs.

I know this because the last person that came to the Hill and actually told the
truth about the administration’s budget was fired. I don’t want to see any of you
fired so I will say what you can’t.

Our national water resource needs continue to increase as our population grows
and shifts around the country. However the Federal budget for these needs grows
much more slowly, if at all.

In both agencies, budget development seems to be predicated on the notion that
you can develop criteria to determine a finite group of “nationally important”
projects.

I have heard the arguments that the projects funded are “national priorities” and
that the metrics you develop allow you to make the “right” decisions about what
should be funded. I am sure that all of you will make the same arguments in your
testimony today.

However, the criterion seems to shift annually not only when we change adminis-
trations, it also happens within the same administration. It has happened in this
administration.

For example, as I mentioned earlier, the Corps O&M budget for fiscal year 2011
is proposed at $39 million less than the fiscal year 2010 enacted amount and $143
million less than the administration proposed just last year.

This means either more work is being done with less money—not likely; mainte-
nance costs have decreased—again, not likely; or periodic dredging costs for 2011
are drastically reduced over 2010—again, not likely.

The only conclusion left is that you have arbitrarily reduced the O&M account to
meet a budget ceiling.

Another example is in the construction account. The budget proposes two new
start projects while proposing to invest $341 million less in the Construction, Gen-
eral account than was enacted in fiscal year 2010.

More surprising is that the fiscal year 2011 CG budget is $28 million less than
the administration proposed in their fiscal year 2010 budget. Yet there was room
for two new construction projects. One of these new start projects is authorized at
$1.8 billion over a 10 year timeframe.

I have to wonder how this project will be shoehorned into the administration’s
out-year budget based on your recently delivered 5-year development plan.

The 2011 amount displayed in both the Base and Enhanced outlooks does not ap-
pear to accommodate this request with the other ongoing work. This makes me sus-
picious as to whether a funding stream for this project has been thought out or if
this project was added for other reasons.

If I am suspicious of the basis for your new start criteria, I am downright skep-
tical of your other budgetary criteria.

A constant drumbeat of people who oppose projects added by Congress is that all
of the projects that Congress adds are wasteful spending, but everything that is pro-
posed by the administration is beyond reproach.

How can anyone make that determination? One certainly cannot tell from the
budget justification documents.

Of the 95 projects proposed for the Corps Construction, General account only 49
have benefit to cost ratios. The other 46 have benefits that have been assumed to
be greater than the costs; however we have no way of comparing one of these to
another to determine if the proper choices were made. We are dependent on your
metrics which, as I have noted, have a tendency to change.

For the 49 projects that have benefit to cost ratios, what are the metrics for sub-
stantial life savings benefits? One life? 10 lives? 100 lives?
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Why is a benefit to cost ratio of 2.5 a better value for the Nation than a project
with a benefit to cost ratio of 1.7? Shouldn’t we be comparing excess benefits over
cost if we are determining value?

We don’t really have any way to determine if the metrics that you used to deter-
mine which projects to fund are the “best” metrics or are merely a convenience for
hitting the budget amounts that were decided by OMB.

Despite what anyone may say, your metrics and criteria are no better than the
criteria this subcommittee uses to develop its’ annual spending recommendations.

Our decisions are generally based in law and longstanding policy understandings
between the executive and legislative branch.

This subcommittee would never dismiss the President’s budget request when try-
ing to develop an appropriation bill.

However, projects that Congress believes are important that meet the legal cri-
teria for Federal investment, but not the specialized criteria for your budget, are
dismissed annually in your budget—as if they don’t exist.

If they were considered, you would need to include the costs to bring these
projects to some type of orderly conclusion.

An example is the Corps CG account. The administration’s fiscal year 2011 CG
proposal consists of 95 projects as opposed to the 258 projects funded in the fiscal
year 2010 enacted amount.

I would remind you, as Congress has previously mentioned in law, that once the
President signs the appropriations bill into law, all of the projects become the re-
sponsibility of the administration—not just the ones the administration supports.

I am pleased that you have provided budget justifications concurrent with the
budget submission this year and that you have provided factsheets for those projects
for which you did not budget but were funded in the previous year by Congress.

This is a step in the right direction. However, the costs of not continuing enacted
projects should be addressed in your budget proposals.

To ignore them, as you and previous administrations have done and continue to
do, is intellectual dishonesty and it keeps Congress and the public “in the dark”
about the true costs and needs of your programs.

Finding a new and better prioritization system is not the answer to the problems
of consistently underfunding infrastructure.

The only way to address this funding crisis is for the administration to provide
more funding for these infrastructure investments.

Also I cannot stress enough that infrastructure spending means jobs, both now
and in the future.

The decisions that the administration makes in their budget proposal generally
form the basis for the annual spending plan that this subcommittee develops.

However, the subcommittee will have no choice but to make significant changes
to the ﬁlscal year 2011 spending plan to rectify some of the inequities in your budget
proposal.

I look forward to the witness’ testimony and will have some questions at the ap-
propriate time.

SENATOR DORGAN. I want to mention to my colleagues that we
have a fair number of senators who will be attending this morning,
so what we will do is have seven-minute rounds of questions. Since
the FAA reauthorization bill is on the floor of the Senate, which
Senator Rockefeller and I are jointly handling, and because before
I go to the floor of the Senate, I have to go to the Commerce Com-
mittee for a very brief appearance on the Comcast-NBC proposed
merger, Senator Tester has agreed to take the chair when I have
to depart in about an hour.

I appreciate my colleagues’ being here. Senator Bennett, I be-
lieve, is stuck in traffic. That’s an inelegant thing to say, but not
unusual here in Washington, DC. But he’s on his way, and when
he comes, we will recognize him for an opening statement. What
I'd like to do is offer opening statements, if we can make them very
brief, to my colleagues. We’ll then have the statements by the wit-
nesses and then have ample time for questioning this morning.

Do any of my colleagues wish to make an opening statement?

Senator VOINOVICH. I'd like to.

Senator DORGAN. All right, Senator Voinovich.
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR GEORGE V. VOINOVICH

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you. I thank you for holding this
hearing. This is my 2nd year on the Appropriations Committee, but
I've been dealing with the Army Corps of Engineers’ budget for 12
years, and I still shake my head at the inadequacy of this budget—
it has been that way for almost ever—and a backlog of $60 billion
for unfunded Corps projects. The Corps has taken on not only the
traditional projects, but now environmental restoration. And, Mr.
Chairman, we’ve tried to figure out some priority or knock some of
them off the list. We have never been successful in doing that be-
cause nobody wants a project off the list.

I'm particularly concerned about the Great Lakes. The Corps put
together recommendations several years ago in terms of what
should be done with the Great Lakes. And the fact is that they rec-
ommended some $200 million a year to handle it, and the budget
has always been about $100 million. So, it’s half of what’s needed
to get the job done.

For years, I've raised the issue of urgent needs facing the naviga-
tion system on the Great Lakes. Every year, hundreds of millions
of tons of goods are transported through the lakes. Waterways and
communities throughout the Great Lakes are tied to this travel.
The Army Corps of Engineers estimates a backlog of 17 million
cubic yards of dredging at commercial Great Lakes harbors and
channels. This dredging backlog has been exacerbated by the his-
toric low water levels, but the result is a negative impact on ship-
ping. Several freighters have gotten stuck in Great Lakes channels.
Ships have had to carry reduced loads, and some shipments have
simply ceased altogether.

So, we benefit from the Great Lakes navigation system. One of
the things that I don’t understand is that, despite the significant
backlog of Corps work, the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund is ap-
proximately a $4 billion surplus that is growing each year, $4 bil-
lion. And, as we know, the money collected from that fund is in-
tended for a specific use, maintaining harbors and channels; yet,
OMB uses the surplus as cost savings. It’s another one of those giz-
mos that you use trust funds to balance the budget.

So, I'm very, very concerned about it, and I think, Secretary
Darcy, you know how concerned all of us are from the Great Lakes
about something that some people snicker at, but it’s these Asian
carp. I just want to say that if they get into the Great Lakes, we're
talking about losing a $7 billion fishery. And as the former Mayor
of Cleveland and Governor of Ohio and one who has worked to re-
store the lakes—I call it the second battle of Lake Erie—at this
stage in my life, I do not want to see that happen. That is in addi-
tion to the fishery. That lake is responsible for recreation and all
the other things. And if it goes that direction—we lose the fishery,
it’s going to have an indirect effect on everything else that happens
on the Great Lakes. So, I hope you understand how serious we are
about making sure that this doesn’t happen.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DORGAN. Senator Bennett.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROBERT F. BENNETT

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I apolo-
gize to you and the other members of the subcommittee for not
gauging the traffic properly and not being here on time, but I ap-
preciate the opportunity to comment here. We welcome Secretary
Castle and Secretary Darcy and General Van Antwerp and Com-
missioner Connor.

And, Commissioner Connor, particularly, I want to say welcome
to you. You've been very helpful to me over the years when you
were on the Senate side of things, and I want to make sure we take
this opportunity to acknowledge that.

I also want to recognize that Reed Murray, who is here, with the
Central Utah project—that’s a project, obviously, very important to
my State. And I want to thank Reed for the great things your office
is doing for water development in my State. In Utah, water is—the
old line “Whiskey is for drinking and water is for fighting.” And
maybe we don’t drink as much whiskey as some others, but we do
fight over water. The other line I've heard is that it’s better to be
head of the ditch than head of the church, in terms of where you
are with respect to water.

Now, I’'m not going to reiterate the funding amounts for the var-
ious accounts. I agree with the chairman that these agencies are
underfunded. My greatest concern with this budget is how it fails
to address our Nation’s aging infrastructure in an adequate fash-
ion.

Many of the Bureau of Reclamation projects are over 100 years
old. The Corps’s infrastructure doesn’t fare much better. Last sum-
mer, we had a canal in Logan, Utah—an irrigation canal—give
way. The breach cost the lives of three people in the home beneath
the canal, resulted in the destruction of homes and properties
throughout the area, and while this is relatively small compared to
Bureau and Corps projects, it is a sobering example of what could
happen on a larger scale if we fail to protect our infrastructure ade-
quately.

We addressed this issue last year, Mr. Chairman, in the omnibus
public lands bill, which both you and I strongly supported, and we
put in an aging infrastructure title that would allow the Bureau of
Reclamation and water contractors to address these issues in a rea-
sonable manner, and the President’s budget includes no funding for
this purpose whatsoever.

And I'm also concerned that this cost-share and the authority
may be prohibitive for the project partners to afford. We need to
continue to work to adequately address these issues before there is
a major infrastructure failure.

Now, as I said, the Corps’s infrastructure is in not much better
shape. Levees constructed 50 or more years ago are not built to
current design standards. And as FEMA puts requirements for
levee recertification on local communities, it is costing local commu-
nities millions of dollars, and, in some cases, the levees that com-
munities have depended upon no longer provide 100-year flood pro-
tection, which will mean a triggering of a remapping of the flood
plain.
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And another area that jumps out at me is the unbalanced focus—
in my view, unbalanced—on environmental restoration, which will
take up 31 percent of the Corps’s construction budget, an allocation
that comes at the expense of other projects that are in the tradi-
tional water resource missions of the Corps. For example, only 22
percent of the local—total construction budget goes to what the
Corps defines as high-performance projects, also known as projects
with high benefit-to-cost analysis. The project with the highest ben-
efit-to-cost ratio of 22 to 1—that’s the Sacramento River bank pro-
tection—received only $10 million in this budget request. Now,
theoretically, that means that, for a $10 million investment, the
Nation would get $220 million in benefits. And the Everglades res-
toration project, on the other hand, gets $180 million in this budget
with no cost-benefit ratio listed.

So, $10 million that, presumably—in actual fact, it doesn’t all
work out that way, but the analysis is that $10 million is worth
$220 million, but instead of putting the kind of money that would
produce the 22 to 1 ratio, we're saying no; were only going to
starve it—we’re going to starve with only $10 million, but we’re
going to put $180 million into the Everglades, for which there is
no analysis available.

Now, if the administration is going to underfund our national in-
frastructure to this extent, there must be a more transparent meth-
od of comparing the relative values of these projects so that we
know that the taxpayers are not being short-changed. I'm con-
cerned there is no transparency in these decisions. The Corps is
using constantly changing criteria in order to accommodate to the
annual budget numbers.

Now, Mr. Chairman, there’s another issue I think needs to be ad-
dressed, and better addressed in this budget, and that’s hydro-
power generation. This administration has made it clear they're
strongly in favor of renewable energy, but every time we bring up
hydropower as a source of renewable energy, there’s dead silence.
It’s a clean energy source. It’s available now. It continues to suffer
from underfunding. And this budget, viewed with the 20 percent
cut in water power activities in the Department of Energy, makes
me wonder about the administration’s commitment to all kinds of
clean renewable energy or if there is a bias to particular kinds that
seem to have constituencies in the political arena, regardless of
what the science may say.

Both the Corps and Bureau hydropower plants are experiencing
more and more unscheduled outages, and that’s a demonstration of
a lack of maintenance. And when these plants go down, energy has
to be purchased from the market and other sources, and the pur-
chase 1s almost always from a fossil fuel source. So, it’s expensive
and disruptive and, ironically, contributes to the use of fossil fuels
in many circumstances, even while we’re proclaiming that’s what
we're trying to get away from.

All right, EPAct requires the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of the Army and the Secretary of Energy to look at in-
creasing power production at Federal hydro facilities. That’s a
study that was completed in May 2007. So, we should be moving
on that. Reclamation found six sites that could demonstrate both
physical and economic conditions sufficient to warrant further ex-
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ploration for additional hydropower development. The Corps identi-
fied 58 sites on similar criteria, and these are not new dams; these
are additional units that could be installed at existing hydropower
facilities, and the transmission facilities are already connected to
these sites. This is not a wind farm somewhere that’s going to re-
quire tremendous wiring to get to it. The total capacity i1s esti-
mated to be 1,230 megawatts. That’s enough to serve roughly a
million residences.

And there are opportunities to refurbish some facilities with ex-
isting hydropower to give us another 1,283 megawatts of gener-
ating capacity, and I don’t understand why this administration is
not pursuing that. This is clean energy without the limitation of
the other sources. And to demonstrate that I'm serious about this,
I introduced a bill earlier this year to investigate the feasibility of
developing 50 megawatts of hydropower from the Diamond Fork
Project at the existing dam.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing me to raise these con-
cerns, and, again, my apologies to the panel for my tardiness in
coming here.

Senator DORGAN. Senator Bennett, thank you.

Before we hear from the witnesses, does anyone else have com-
ments?

Senator TESTER. Yes, just real briefly, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DORGAN. Senator Tester.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JON TESTER

Senator TESTER. First of all, thank you all for being here. I ap-
preciate the work you do. Both the Bureau and the Corps are in
the middle of addressing some aging water infrastructure issues in
Montana and, I think, across the country.

That being said, as I look at the budget, there’s several projects
in Montana, a couple of water projects that the Bureau is working
on, that has been cut from $9 million to $1 million. These are $300
million water projects to service rural areas in the north central
and northeastern part of the State. And I'm sure when the budget
was put together—one was cut from $9 million to $1 million; the
other was cut from $8 million to $2 million. I'm sure when this
budget was put together they said, well, you know, there was Re-
covery Act dollars in one of these projects last year, so we can back
them off.

I'll give you an example of one of them. When I first started my
service in the State legislature, it was a $100 million project. It’s
the same project. Now it’s $300 million. That’s a little—that’s 12
years ago. It has tripled in cost. What had happened, until we had
the Recovery Act moneys, we weren’t even keeping up with the cost
of inflation with the money we were appropriating to it, and I'm
afraid we’re going back to that again.

These are important projects, and they need to be finished. In
order to be finished, we need to have the resources. The Recovery
Act was a blessing for them. And that money has been spent—it’s
being spent as we speak, and it’s doing some great work. I would
hope we could go back and address those again.

On the Army Corps side of things, the whole issue around levee
certification is interesting as it applies to FEMA’s flood insurance
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programs. In Montana and in rural America, we have a struggling
economy in rural America. It has been that way not just during
this recession, but it has been that way for a while. And we’ve got
small communities now that are being saddled with the goal of
making sure these levees are safe. They don’t have the population
to spread out the cost of these expensive certifications, and it is
putting them in one heck of a bind because when these don’t get
certified and the flood insurance rates go through the roof, it fur-
ther puts them in a difficult situation. I will get into the specifics
during my questions when it comes to the levees.

But I would just say we really need to be looking more down the
road with our budget. That’s what it should be as a sign of where
we're going as a country, as far as these infrastructure projects. It
has been said here before many of the projects we’re dealing with
are 100 years old—the Saint Mary’s, for example. We need—there’s
so much work that needs to be done. The dikes and the levees that
were built 50-60 years ago—I mean, we’ve got a lot of things to ad-
dress. I'm not sure this budget gets it done.

So, with that, I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DORGAN. Anyone else?

Senator LANDRIEU. I'll wait until the questions.

Senator DORGAN. All right. Let me begin with Secretary Darcy.
Madam Secretary, thank you for being with us.

I would say to all four witnesses that your full statements will
be made a part of the permanent record, and you may summarize.

Secretary Darcy.

STATEMENT OF HON. JO-ELLEN DARCY

Ms. DARcY. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and distinguished mem-
bers of the subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to present
the President’s budget for the Civil Works Program of the Army
Corps of Engineers for fiscal year 2011.

The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget for the Civil Works Pro-
gram is $4.939 billion. The budget supports four principal objec-
tives: funding construction of the highest performing water re-
sources infrastructure investments that will provide the best return
from a national perspective; supporting the Nation’s navigation
network by funding capital development achievable with current
revenues; advancing aquatic ecosystem restoration efforts and con-
tinuing to meet the requirements of the Endangered Species Act;
and emphasizing critical maintenance and operational reliability of
the existing civil works infrastructure.

The budget focuses funding primarily on three main civil works
program areas: commercial navigation, flood and coastal storm
damage reduction, and aquatic ecosystem restoration. The budget
supports hydropower, recreation, environmental stewardship, and
water supply services at existing water resources projects owned or
operated by the Corps. Finally, the budget provides for protection
of the Nation’s regulated waters and wetlands, cleanup of sites con-
taminated as a result of the Nation’s early efforts to develop atomic
weapons, and emergency preparedness and training.

In keeping with President Obama’s commitment to limit the
overall level of non-security discretionary spending, the level of
funding in the 2011 civil works budget is a reduction from both the
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2010 budget and the enacted 2010 appropriations. However, the
2011 funding level reflects a practical, effective, and sound use of
the Nation’s financial resources.

The Army continues to apply objective performance guidelines to
many competing civil works construction projects in order to estab-
lish priorities among them and to guide the allocation of funds to
high-performing ongoing projects and high-performing new con-
struction starts. These guidelines emphasize investments that pro-
vide the best return from a national perspective in achieving eco-
nomic, environmental, and public safety objectives.

The budget includes two construction new starts and several new
initiatives. One of the construction new starts is the Louisiana
Costal Area Program, which will provide funding for the construc-
tion of projects coming out of the study by the same name, after
they have favorably completed administration review. The other
construction new start is a non-structural flood damage reduction
projection in Onion Creek, Texas.

Within the Operation and Maintenance program, there is fund-
ing for a new Global Changes Sustainability program to assess the
impacts on civil works projects of climate change, as well as im-
pacts of shifting demographics, changing land use, and changing
social values.

Understanding those impacts will enable the Corps to identify
operational and other modifications to anticipate and respond to
changing requirements to achieve and maintain sustainability.

Last year, the administration proposed legislation for a new user
fee to increase revenue to the Inland Waterways Trust Fund, and
that proposal remains available for consideration by Congress in
support of the 2011 budget. The Army continues to work in part-
nership with the inland waterway stakeholders to identify prior-
ities and an effective funding stream for inland waterway construc-
tion and rehabilitation for the next 20 years, which could be made
possible by enactment of a new funding mechanism.

The budget provides $180 million for the South Florida/Ever-
glades Ecosystem Restoration program. This includes funding for
continued construction of five significant restoration projects: Pica-
yune Strand, Site One Impoundment, Indian River Lagoon South,
Kissimmee River, and the C-111 project.

The budget also supports work on other major ecosystem-wide
initiatives, in part through Federal inter-agency working groups
headed by the Council on Environmental Quality. The budget in-
cludes a total of $58 million for one such effort, the California Bay
Delta restoration.

Within the ongoing Cultural Resources program, $3 million is in-
cluded to continue the Veterans Curation Project, which was ini-
tially funded through the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act and recently received the annual Chairman’s Award from the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. The Veterans Curation
Project supports small curation laboratories in Augusta, Georgia;
Saint Louis, Missouri; and Washington, DC—three sites with high
populations of recently returning and wounded veterans. The vet-
erans are hired into temporary positions and receive on-the-job
training in curation of some of the backlog of archeological and his-
toric properties that have come into the Corps’s possession over the
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years. This is an innovative approach to supporting returning and
disabled veterans of all branches of the military service, with jobs
and training in a variety of technical skills with broad applicability
while benefiting the Civil Works program. I spoke at the opening
of the lab in Augusta, and I was very moved by the stories of how
this program has given hope to recovering veterans.

In conclusion, this is a frugal budget that reflects the priorities
of a Nation that is both at war and successfully navigating its way
out of economic upheaval. While this budget does not fund all of
the good things that the Corps of Engineers is capable of doing, it
will support very important investments that will yield long-term
returns to the Nation’s citizens.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am proud to
support the 2011 budget for the Army Civil Works program. Thank
you.

Senator DORGAN. Secretary Darcy, thank you very much.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JO-ELLEN DARCY

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee, thank you for the
opportunity to present the President’s budget for the Civil Works Program of the
Army Corps of Engineers for fiscal year 2011.

OVERVIEW

The fiscal year 2011 budget supports four principal objectives:

—Focus on the construction of those high performing projects that provide the
best return from a national perspective in contributing to the economy, restor-
ing aquatic ecosystems, and reducing risks to human safety;

—Support future capital investments for the inland waterways by proposing that
Congress enact a new funding mechanism to raise the revenue needed to meet
the authorized 50 percent non-Federal cost-share in a way that is efficient and
equitable;

—Advance aquatic ecosystem restoration efforts, including restoration of Florida’s
Everglades, the California Bay Delta, and the Louisiana coast, as well as con-
tinuing to meet the requirements of the Endangered Species Act, particularly
in the Columbia River and the Missouri River Basins; and

—Within the O&M program, give priority to investments in the operational reli-
ability, safety, and availability of key existing Civil Works infrastructure.

The budget focuses funding for development and restoration of the Nation’s water
and related resources within three main Civil Works program areas: commercial
navigation, flood and coastal storm damage reduction, and aquatic ecosystem res-
toration. Additionally, the budget supports hydropower, recreation, environmental
stewardship, and water supply services at existing water resources projects owned
or operated by the Corps. Finally, the budget provides for protection of the Nation’s
regulated waters and wetlands; cleanup of sites contaminated as a result of the Na-
tion’s early efforts to develop atomic weapons; and emergency preparedness and
training. The budget does not fund work that should be the responsibility of non-
Federal interests or other Federal agencies, such as wastewater treatment and mu-
nicipal and industrial water treatment and distribution.

FISCAL YEAR 2011 DISCRETIONARY FUNDING LEVEL

The total new discretionary funding of $4.939 billion in the fiscal year 2011 budg-
et will keep the Civil Works program moving forward to help revitalize the economy
and provide for restoration and stewardship of the environment. The budget also
proposes cancellation of the unobligated balance of funding previously provided in
the Mississippi River and Tributaries account for construction of the Yazoo Pumps
project.

In keeping with President Obama’s decision to constrain the overall level of non-
security discretionary spending, the level of funding for the Civil Works program in
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the 2011 budget is a reduction from both the 2010 budget and the enacted 2010 ap-
propriations. However, the 2011 funding level reflects a practical, effective, and
sound use of the Nation’s resources and focuses on key investments that are in the
best interest of the Nation.

Within the $4.939 billion total, $1.69 billion is budgeted for projects in the Con-
struction account, and $2.361 billion is budgeted for activities funded in the Oper-
ation and Maintenance (O&M) account.

The fiscal year 2011 budget also includes $104 million for Investigations; $240
million for Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries; $30 million for Flood
Control and Coastal Emergency; $193 million for the Regulatory Program; $130 mil-
lion for the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program; $185 million for the
Expef{nses account; and $6 million for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil
Works.

The fiscal year 2010-1014 Five Year Development Plan (FYDP) was recently pro-
vided to the relevant committees of Congress. Projections in the FYDP are formula
driven. They do not represent budget decisions or budget policy beyond fiscal year
2010, but they can provide perspective on the Army Civil Works program and budg-
et.

NEW INVESTMENTS IN FISCAL YEAR 2011

The Civil Works budget includes two construction new starts and several other
new initiatives in the Investigations and O&M accounts.

In the Construction account, the budget includes $19 million for a new start for
construction of projects under the Louisiana Coastal Area program. These funds will
be applied to construct authorized restoration projects with reports that have favor-
ably completed executive branch review. The budget also includes $10 million to ini-
tiate a nonstructural flood damage reduction project at Onion Creek, Lower Colo-
rado River Basin, Texas.

In the Investigations account, two new national efforts are funded: $2 million for
a Water Resources Priorities Study—a high-priority evaluation of the Nation’s vul-
nerability to flooding. The Investigations account also includes $500,000 for contin-
ued support of the revised Principles and Guidelines to direct future planning for
water resources projects, including development of detailed planning procedures to
implement the revised Principles and Guidelines.

The O&M program includes $10 million for a new Global Changes Sustainability
program to assess the impacts of climate change on Civil Works projects, update
drought contingency plans, enhance Federal collaboration, and increase partner-
ships with non-Federal stakeholders and programs. Understanding those impacts
will enable the Corps to identify operational and other modifications to anticipate
and respond to climate change. Also included in the O&M account is $3 million to
initiate a Coastal Data Information Program to provide long-term coastal wave ob-
servations nationwide, to develop tools for using wave and other data for managing
coastal sediments, and to support sustainable coastal and navigation projects under
a changing climate.

INLAND WATERWAYS USER FEE PROPOSAL

The fiscal year 2011 budget proposes to allocate $158.1 million for capital invest-
ment (construction, replacement, rehabilitation, and expansion of projects) on the in-
land waterways, of which $82.3 million would be derived from the Inland Water-
ways Trust Fund. Last year, the Army submitted proposed legislation to the Con-
gress on behalf of the administration for a new user fee. That proposal is awaiting
action by Congress and is reflected in the fiscal year 2011 budget. In addition, the
Army continues to work with the inland waterway stakeholders to explore other
possible options to achieve the purposes of this legislative proposal, which are to
raise the needed revenue from the commercial users of these waterways and to do
so in a way that is efficient and equitable. The administration has shown flexibility
and is working to move the process forward. At this point, however, I would like
to emphasize that neither the Corps nor the Army supports, or has accepted or en-
dorsed, any particular out-year schedule or funding proposal for the inland water-
ways, or any alternative to the lock usage fee legislative proposal that Army sub-
mitted to Congress in May 2009.

AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION

The budget places priority on aquatic ecosystem restoration and provides $180
million for the Corps for the South Florida/Everglades ecosystem restoration pro-
gram. The budget includes funding for continued construction of five significant res-
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toration projects in this program: Picayune Strand; Site One Impoundment; Indian
River Lagoon South; Kissimmee River, and the C-111 (South Dade) project.

The budget also supports work on other major ecosystem-wide initiatives, such as
the $58 million for Corps’ ecosystem restoration and other water resources studies
and projects in the California Bay Delta, including: Coyote and Berryessa Creeks;
Hamilton Airfield Wetlands Restoration; Napa River Salt Marsh Restoration; Sac-
ramento-San Joaquin Delta Islands and Levees; and Santa Ana River Mainstem, a
flood and coastal damage risk reduction construction project.

The budget increases funding by 44 percent over last year’s budget for the Lower
Columbia River Fish Mitigation project to mitigate the impact of Corps dams on mi-
grating salmon. Nearly $138 million will be used to construct bypasses, improve fish
ladders and for other activities that support salmon habitat. Similarly the budget
supports ongoing work on the Missouri Fish and Wildlife Recovery project with $78
million to construct habitat and connect floodplains that had been degraded, for the
benefit of the endangered pallid sturgeon and other species.

ONGOING PRIORITIES IN THE O&M ACCOUNT

Two particular ongoing activities in the O&M account merit special attention.
First, the O&M account includes $15 million for the expansion of the National Levee
Inventory database to include available information on levees of other Federal agen-
cies and all of the States. The Corps will work with stakeholders to facilitate their
use of the Database for local levee safety programs. In addition, the Corps will con-
tinue development of a levee risk screening and classification process.

The budget for the Cultural Resources program in the O&M account is increased
to $5.5 million to include $3 million to continue the Veterans Curation Project,
which received funding in fiscal year 2009 from the American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act (ARRA). The Veterans Curation Project temporarily employs and
trains wounded and returning veterans in the curation of archeological and historic
properties that have come into the Corps’ possession over the years as a result of
construction at water project sites around the country, thus advancing the Corps’
curation program while providing employment and transferrable skills that improve
future employment opportunities of the veterans who work in the labs.

PLANNING IMPROVEMENTS AND PERFORMANCE-BASED BUDGETING

Working through the Chief of Engineers, the Army continues to strengthen and
improve the planning expertise of the Corps, including greater support for planning
Centers of Expertise, better integration of project purposes, and greater reliability
of cost estimates and schedules in both planning and programming processes.

The fiscal year 2011 budget continues the Army’s commitment to a performance-
based approach to budgeting for the Civil Works program. Competing investment
opportunities for studies, design, construction, and operation and maintenance were
evaluated using multiple metrics. The Army used and will continue to use objective,
performance criteria to guide its recommendations on the allocation of funds.

The Army applied objective performance guidelines to establish priorities and
guide the allocation of funds to high-performing ongoing construction projects and
new construction starts. These guidelines focus on those investments within three
main mission areas of the Corps that provide the best return from a national per-
spective in achieving economic, environmental, and public safety objectives. Simi-
larly, the Army used objective performance criteria to allocate O&M funds in the
fiscal year 2011 budget. The O&M criteria consider both the condition of the project
and the potential consequences for project performance if the O&M activity were not
undertaken in fiscal year 2011.

In fiscal year 2011 the Corps will focus efforts on developing new strategies, along
with other Federal agencies and non-Federal project partners, to better manage,
protect, and restore the Nation’s water and related land resources, including
floodplains, flood-prone areas, and related aquatic ecosystems. The Corps also will
continue to pursue management reforms that improve project cost and schedule per-
formance to ensure the greatest value from invested resources, while strengthening
the accountability and transparency of the way in which taxpayer dollars are being
spent.

AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT

The Corps continues the work funded in the ARRA. The act provided $4.6 billion
for the Civil Works program. That amount includes $2 billion for Construction;
$2.075 billion for O&M; $375 million for Mississippi River and Tributaries; $25 mil-
lion for Investigations; $25 million for the Regulatory Program; and $100 million for
the Formerly Used Sites Remedial Action Program. The Corps has allocated ARRA
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funds to more than 800 projects in 49 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto
Rico, and has completed 42 projects. The ARRA appropriations for Civil Works will
create or maintain direct construction industry jobs and indirect jobs in firms sup-
plying or supporting the construction and the businesses that sell goods and services
to these workers and their families.

The ARRA-funded Civil Works projects provide important support to the Nation’s
small businesses in their economic recovery. Of the more than $2.8 billion of ARRA
funds obligated thus far (62 percent of the total $4.6 billion), small business awards
make up about 74 percent of the total contract actions and account for about 47 per-
cent of the ARRA funds obligated.

Projects that received ARRA funds were selected on the basis of their long-term
contribution to the Nation and their readiness for execution within the ARRA time-
frame. The wide geographic distribution of ARRA funded projects helps to spread
the employment and other benefits across the Nation. Funding also is distributed
across Civil Works programs, including inland and coastal navigation, aquatic eco-
system restoration, flood risk management, hydropower, and more.

CONCLUSION

The administration has made rebuilding America’s infrastructure a priority.
Through resources provided for the Civil Works program in the President’s budget
for fiscal year 2011, the Army can help achieve this objective and help support the
Nation’s economy and environment. The Army is committed to applying 21st cen-
tury technological advances to present day challenges, while protecting and restor-
ing significant ecological resources.

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I am proud to present the fiscal
year 2011 budget for the Army Civil Works program. I look forward to working with
this subcommittee in support of the President’s budget. Thank you.

Senator DORGAN. General Van Antwerp.

STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL ROBERT L. VAN ANTWERP,
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS

General VAN ANTWERP. Mr. Chairman and distinguished mem-
bers of the subcommittee——

Senator DORGAN. Would you turn the microphone on, General?
And move it just a bit closer?

General VAN ANTWERP. I think my light is on.

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee,
I appreciate your opening comments, Mr. Chairman, about flood-
ing. I might address that very quickly before I talk about the budg-
et.

We've got two areas—your area in North Dakota and another in
Pennsylvania—and we’re really gearing up right now. Just to give
you a little idea, a lot of community involvement and all the Fed-
eral agencies, FEMA and everyone else are involved. We inven-
toried all of our pumps, our sand bags, polyurethane, and all the
things that we’ll need. I'm happy to report I think we have suffi-
cient resources to fight this, but the early warning projections are
for severe flooding. Yesterday, Major General Bill Grisoli who’s be-
hind me right here, is our deputy commanding general for civil
works and emergency operations, had a total get-together with all
of our folks that would be involved in this. And he’ll be the first
one to go, too, if we need to send him out there. We’re honored and
understand the concern; we’re equally concerned as you are.

This budget is a performance-based budget. It makes the best
use of available funds through a focus on projects and activities
that provide the highest economic and environmental returns or
address significant risk to human safety. The budget has 99 con-
struction projects in it. It includes four in the Mississippi River and
Tributaries account. There are 10 dam safety projects, 20 projects
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that address significant risks to human safety, and 69 other
projects.

The budget supports restoration of nationally and regionally sig-
nificant aquatic ecosystems, emphasis on the Florida Everglades,
Louisiana Coastal Area, and Hamilton Airfield in the San Fran-
cisco Bay region. The budget also supports the Columbia River and
Missouri River fish projects to support the continued operation of
our facilities, multi-use projects, to meet the requirements of the
Endangered Species Act.

As soon as the Corps constructs a project, as you might imagine,
our attention turns to operation and maintenance. Generally, with
periodic maintenance, we can operate these facilities for many,
many years. The average age of our 241 locks, by the way, is 58.3
years old.

The budget supports our continued stewardship in this infra-
structure by focusing funding on our key infrastructure that has
central importance to the Nation.

We support the President’s commitment to continued sound de-
velopment and management of the Nation’s water resources.

Domestically, the Corps of Engineers personnel from across the
Nation continue to respond to calls for help during national emer-
gencies. The critical work they are doing will reduce the risk of
damage from future storms to people and communities of this Na-
tion.

Internationally, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers continues to
support the mission in Iraq and Afghanistan, and build foundations
for democracy and freedom and prosperity.

I especially would like to recognize the many Corps civilians; we
calculated that about 10,000 Corps civilians have deployed either
to southeast Louisiana to respond to hurricanes or to Iraq and Af-
ghanistan over the last 10 years. These wonderful, expeditionary—
what I will call soldiers—civilians and soldiers provide their engi-
neering expertise, quality construction management, and program
and project management to many nations. The Corps of Engineers
is actually involved in 34 other countries today.

PREPARED STATEMENT

In closing, I'd like to say the Corps is committed to staying at
the leading edge of service to the Nation. We’re committed to
change that ensures an open, transparent, and performance-based
civil works program.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to your questions.

Senator DORGAN. General, thank you very much.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL ROBERT L. VAN ANTWERP

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee: I am honored to
be testifying before your subcommittee today, along with the Assistant Secretary of
the Army for Civil Works, the Honorable Jo-Ellen Darcy, on the President’s fiscal
year 2011 budget for the Civil Works Program of the United States Army Corps of
Engineers.

My statement covers the following five topics:

—Summary of fiscal year 2011 Program Budget;

—Investigations Program;

—Construction Program;

—Operation and Maintenance Program; and
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—Value of the Civil Works Program to the Nation’s Economy and Defense.
SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEAR 2011 PROGRAM BUDGET

Introduction

The fiscal year 2011 Civil Works budget is a performance-based budget, which re-
flects a focus on the projects and activities that provide the highest net economic
and environmental returns on the Nation’s investment or address significant risk
to human safety. The budget also proposes cancellation of the unobligated balance
of funding in the Mississippi River and Tributaries account that was previously pro-
vided for construction of the Yazoo Pumps project. The Reimbursed Program fund-
ing is projected to involve an additional $2.5 billion.

Direct Program

The budget reflects the administration’s commitment to continued sound develop-
ment and management of the Nation’s water and related land resources. The budget
incorporates objective performance-based metrics for the construction program,
funds the continued operation of commercial navigation and other water resource
infrastructure, provides significant funding for the regulatory program to protect the
Nation’s waters and wetlands, and supports restoration of significant aquatic eco-
systems, with emphasis on the Florida Everglades, Louisiana coast, California Bay-
Delta, and Columbia River & Missouri River restoration efforts. Additionally, it em-
phasizes the basic need to fund emergency preparedness activities for the Corps as
part of the regular budget process.

Reimbursed Program

Through the Interagency and Intergovernmental Services Program we help non-
DOD Federal agencies, State, local, and tribal governments, and other countries
with timely, cost-effective implementation of their programs. Rather than develop
their own internal workforce to oversee large design and construction projects, these
agencies can turn to the Corps of Engineers, which has these capabilities. Such
intergovernmental cooperation is effective for agencies and the taxpayer by using
the skills and talents that we bring to our Civil Works and Military Program mis-
sions. The work is principally technical oversight and management of engineering,
environmental, and construction contracts performed by private sector firms, and is
totally financed by the agencies we service.

Currently, we provide reimbursable support for about 70 other Federal agencies
and several State and local governments. Total reimbursement for such work in fis-
cal year 2011 is projected to be $2.5 billion. The exact amount will depend on re-
quests from the agencies.

INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM

The budget for the Investigations program would enable the Corps to evaluate
and design future projects that are most likely to be high-performing within the
Corps three main mission areas: commercial navigation, flood and storm damage re-
duction, and aquatic ecosystem restoration. The budget includes $104 million for
these and related activities in the Investigations account and $846,000 in the Mis-
sissippi River and Tributaries account.

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

Within available resources, the goal of the construction program is to produce
high value to the Nation by delivering new, or replacing, rehabilitating, or expand-
ing existing, flood damage reduction, environmental restoration, commercial naviga-
tion, or hydropower benefits that serve the Nation’s water resource needs. Our fiscal
year 2011 budget includes $1.69 billion in discretionary funding in the Construction
account and $85.29 million in the Mississippi River and Tributaries account to fur-
ther this objective. Consistent with this objective, the budget also gives priority to
projects that address a significant risk to human safety.

Using objective performance measures, the budget allocates funding to 99 con-
struction projects, including 4 Mississippi River and Tributaries projects, 10 dam
safety assurance, seepage control, and static instability correction projects, 20
projects that address a significant risk to human safety, and 69 other projects. This
program also includes, for example, significant funding for our efforts in the Colum-
bia River Basin and Missouri River Basin to support the continued operation of
Corps of Engineers multi-purpose projects by meeting the requirements of the En-
dangered Species Act.

Performance measures, which the Corps uses to establish priorities among
projects, include the benefit-to-cost ratios for projects with economic outputs; and,
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for aquatic ecosystem restoration projects, the extent to which the project cost-effec-
tively contributes to the restoration of a significant aquatic ecosystem. The selection
process also gives priority to dam safety assurance, seepage control, static instability
correction, and to projects that address a significant risk to human safety. Under
each of these criteria, resources are allocated based on performance. This approach
significantly improves the realization of benefits to the Nation from the Civil Works
construction program and will improve overall program performance by allowing the
Nation to realize the benefits of the projects with the best net returns (per dollar
invested) sooner.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM

The facilities owned and operated by, or on behalf of, the Corps of Engineers are
aging. As stewards of this infrastructure, we are working to ensure that its key fea-
tures continue to provide an appropriate level of service to the Nation. Sustaining
such service poses a technical challenge in some cases, and proper maintenance is
becoming more expensive in some cases as infrastructure ages.

The Operation and Maintenance (O&M) program for the fiscal year 2011 budget
includes $2.361 billion, and an additional $153.864 million under the Mississippi
River and Tributaries program, with a focus on the maintenance of key commercial
navigation, flood and storm damage reduction, hydropower, and other facilities. Spe-
cifically, the operation and maintenance program supports completed works owned
or operated by the Corps of Engineers, including administrative buildings and lab-
oratories. Work to be accomplished includes dredging, repair, aquatic plant control,
removal of sunken vessels, monitoring of completed coastal projects, and operation
of structures and other facilities, as authorized in the various River and Harbor,
Flood Control, and Water Resources Development Acts.

One of the contributions the Civil Works program can make to the Nation is to
support and create opportunities for returning and wounded veterans. Through con-
tinued funding of the Veterans Curation Project as part of the Cultural Resources
program, the Corps can provide such support in ways that directly benefit the Civil
Works program by addressing the backlog of historic properties needing curation,
while also benefiting returning and wounded veterans.

VALUE OF THE CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM TO THE NATION’S ECONOMY AND DEFENSE

We are privileged to be part of an organization that directly contributes to the
President’s priorities to secure the homeland and to revitalize the economy.

The way in which we manage our water resources can improve the quality of our
citizens’ lives. It has affected where and how people live and influenced the develop-
ment of this country. The country today seeks economic development as well as the
protection of environmental values.

Corps of Engineers personnel from across the Nation continue to respond to the
call to help during national emergencies, such as hurricanes and the recent earth-
quake in Haiti. The critical work they are doing reduces the risk of damage to peo-
ple and communities.

Research and Development

Civil Works Program research and development provides the Nation with innova-
tive engineering products, some of which can have applications in both civil and
military infrastructure spheres. By creating products that improve the efficiency
and competitiveness of the Nation’s engineering and construction industry and pro-
viding more cost-effective ways to operate and maintain infrastructure, Civil Works
program research and development contributes to the national economy.

The National Defense

Internationally, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers continues to support the mis-
sion to help Afghanistan build foundations for democracy, freedom and prosperity.

I also want to recognize the many Corps of Engineers civilians—each of whom is
a volunteer—and soldiers who are providing engineering expertise, quality construc-
tion management, and program and project management in other nations. The often
unsung efforts of these patriotic men and women contribute daily toward this Na-
tion’s goals of restoring the economy, security, and quality of life for all.

In Afghanistan, the Corps is spearheading a comprehensive infrastructure pro-
gram for the Afghan national army, and is also aiding in important public infra-
structure projects.
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CONCLUSION

The Corps of Engineers is committed to staying at the leading edge of service to
the Nation. We are committed to change that ensures an open, transparent, and
performance-based Civil Works Program.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee. This concludes my
statement.



DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

STATEMENT OF ANNE CASTLE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR WATER
AND SCIENCE

Senator DORGAN. Secretary Castle, you may proceed. Thank you
for being here.

Ms. CASTLE. Thank you. Good morning, Chairman Dorgan and
Senator Bennett and members of the subcommittee. Thanks for the
opportunity to be here today in support of the President’s 2011
budget for the Bureau of Reclamation and the Central Utah Project
Completion Act.

With me is Mike Connor, the Commissioner of Reclamation. And,
as Senator Bennett noted, Reed Murray is here, the Director of the
Central Utah Project Completion Act Office. He will be here and
available if you have any questions about that program.

The Department of the Interior’s people and lands and programs
touch virtually every American. It’s our job to protect natural re-
sources and our country’s cultural heritage, and we have trust re-
sponsibility for all American Indians and Native Alaskans. We
truly are the Department of America.

The Department’s 2011 budget focuses on six priorities: imple-
menting a new energy frontier, climate change adaptation, tackling
our country’s water challenges, protecting our treasured land-
scapes, empowering Native American communities, and engaging
our youth in natural resources.

I'm going to focus today on one of the programs that seeks to
tackle our water challenges, and that’s our new WaterSMART pro-
gram. That project was launched just 2 weeks ago, and it imple-
ments a sustainable water strategy for the Department of the Inte-
rior. WaterSMART stands for Sustain and Manage America’s Re-
sources for Tomorrow. And we’re doing it; we’re implementing that
program because we simply have to focus on a sustainable water
strategy for this country. Our water supply-and-demand equation
is out of balance, and we need a national commitment to address
that imbalance. We have the imbalance because of a variety of fac-
tors—population growth, climate change impacts on water supplies,
increased recognition of the need for water for ecosystem sustain-
ability, and increased need for water because of increased domestic
energy production.

The WaterSMART program is designed to help correct that sup-
ply-and-demand imbalance. The program includes coordination of
the water sustainability and conservation efforts of all the agencies
within the Department of the Interior and also of our Federal and
State and private partners, and that includes a focus on the en-
ergy-water nexus, so that we’ll recognize the water demands of dif-
ferent types of energy development projects and take those into ac-
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count and also recognize the opportunities for saving energy
through water conservation.

We'll have an Internet-based clearinghouse for best practices and
incentives and the most cost-effective conservation and recycling
technologies. We'll coordinate with the Department of the Interior’s
climate change programs, and we have a water footprint reduction
program for Interior facilities that will achieve the President’s goal
of reducing overall water consumption within the Federal agencies.

The 2011 budget request includes $72.9 million for the
WaterSMART program. That’s an increase of over $36 million over
2010 for those various different component programs. Sixty-two
million is for the Bureau of Reclamation’s WaterSMART programs,
and those include its basin studies, West-wide water risk assess-
ments, and its cost-share grant programs for water efficiency and
water recycling and reuse projects.

Another $10.9 million funds the USGS water availability and use
assessment. That was what we have known as the Water Census,
and that program implements the provisions of the Secure Water
Act in Public Law 111-11.

The overall budget request for the Bureau of Reclamation is
$1.02 billion. Commissioner Connor will be discussing the details
of the Reclamation request, but I'll just emphasize that this budget
proposal is designed to promote reliable and sustainable water sup-
plies, and provide them in an economically and environmentally
sound manner.

The 2011 budget request for the Central Utah Project Comple-
tion Act is $43 million. That’s $1 million more than in 2010. That
funding provides for the continued design and construction of the
Utah Lake system, and it also increases the funding for mitigation
and conservation projects.

This 2011 Interior budget represents our best effort to work
within the tough economic times that are facing our country, to do
our part to reduce the spending deficit but still implement the core
mission and the priorities of the Department.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I'd like to express my appreciation for the very strong support
that this subcommittee has shown for both the Bureau of Reclama-
tion and the Central Utah Project. And I'd be happy to answer any
questions.

Senator DORGAN. Thank you very much.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ANNE CASTLE

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Bennett, and members of this subcommittee, I am pleased to
appear before this subcommittee today to discuss the President’s fiscal year 2011
budget for the Department of the Interior and to update you on progress in imple-
menting our fiscal year 2010 programs.

The Department of the Interior’s mission is complex and multifaceted. Our pro-
grams and mission stretch from the North Pole to the South Pole and across 12 time
zones, from the Caribbean to the Pacific Rim. Our extensive mandate rivals any
Government agency in its breadth and diversity—and its importance to the every-
day lives of Americans.

Interior manages 500 million acres or about 1 in every 5 acres in the United
States, including 392 national park units, 551 wildlife refuges, the 27 million-acre
National Landscape Conservation System, and other public lands. These places are
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treasured landscapes and serve as economic engines for tourism and growth oppor-
tunities for recreation, wildlife conservation, and responsible resource use.

The Department’s public lands and 1.7 billion acres on the Outer Continental
Shelf supply nearly one-third of the Nation’s domestic energy production. These re-
sources are vital to the Nation’s energy security and provide economic returns to
the Nation. In fiscal year 2011, an estimated $14.0 billion in revenues will be gen-
erated from these lands and waters.

The Department fulfills its special responsibilities to Native Americans managing
one of the largest land trusts in the world including over 55 million acres held in
trust for Indian Tribes and individual Indians, over $3.6 billion of funds held in over
2,700 tribal trust accounts, and over 380,000 open individual Indian Money ac-
counts. The Bureau of Indian Education school system provides services to approxi-
mately 42,000 students in 23 States attending 183 elementary and secondary
schools and dormitories, and supports 30 tribally controlled community colleges, uni-
versities, and post-secondary schools.

THE FIRST YEAR

In January 2010, President Obama and Secretary Salazar marked their first anni-

versary by recognizing the achievements of Interior’s 70,000 employees, including:

—Restoring the Everglades—beginning construction of the 1-mile bridge on the

Tamiami Trail and breaking ground on the Picayune Strand Restoration project

in the Everglades in Florida—to restore water flows and revive 55,000 acres of
wetlands for wildlife habitat;

—Negotiating a settlement of the long-running and highly contentious Cobell v.
Salazar class-action lawsuit—resolving trust accounting and management
issues after 14 years;

—Advancing renewable energy development—establishing renewable energy co-
ordination offices in four States and teams in six States to facilitate renewable
energy production on public lands and issuing four exploratory leases for renew-
able wind energy production on the OCS;

—Moving forward to invest $3.0 billion available from the American Reinvestment
and Recovery Act in facility renovation and energy efficiencies, habitat restora-
tion, increasing water supplies and water conservation, supporting renewable
energy development, and reducing human hazards;

—Restoring confidence and accountability in our energy programs by beginning an
orderly termination of the Royalty-in-Kind program and reforming the manage-
ment of onshore oil and gas resources;

—Coming to the aid of drought-stricken California with emergency aid and infra-
structure investments;

—Expanding opportunities for youth—employing 8,200 young adults in 2009;

—Opening the crown of the Statue of Liberty for public access—the crown has
been closed to the public since 9/11;

—Ending a stalemate at the Flight 93 National Memorial—completing the acqui-
sition of land in cooperation with willing sellers and clearing the way for con-
struction of a memorial to honor the Nation’s heroes;

—Delisting the brown pelican—a case of complete recovery for a species that was
first listed as endangered in 1970;

—Increasing transparency—reversing and withdrawing flawed oil and gas leases
with potential impacts to national parks in Utah and oil shale research, devel-
opment, and demonstration leases that may have shortchanged taxpayers; and

—Helping to negotiate a collaborative solution that would end decades of conflict
and potentially allow for the restoration of the Klamath River Basin in Cali-
fornia and Oregon.

OVERVIEW OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 BUDGET

Interior’s 2011 budget reflects an aggressive agenda in the context of challenging
fiscal times. The 2011 Interior budget request for current appropriations is $12.2
billion. Permanent funding that becomes available as a result of existing legislation
without further action by the Congress will provide an additional $5.8 billion, for
budget authority totaling $18.0 billion for Interior in 2011.

The request for the Bureau of Reclamation and the Central Utah Project Comple-
tion Act, funded under the jurisdiction of this subcommittee, is $1.1 billion. The fis-
cal year 2010 Reclamation discretionary budget request is $1.02 billion in current
appropriations and the request for the Central Utah Project is $43.0 million.
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CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION

Resource managers consider climate change to be the single most challenging
issue they face. In order to equip them with the tools and strategies they need, Inte-
rior’s Climate Change Adaptation initiative will investigate the causes and formu-
late solutions to mitigate climate impacts to lands, waters, natural and cultural re-
sources. As the pre-eminent manager of lands and resources, Interior will leverage
its experience and expertise in partnership with other governmental and non-gov-
ernmental entities. Interior’s Climate Science Centers and Landscape Conservation
Cooperatives (LCC) will conduct and communicate research and monitoring to im-
prove understanding and forecasting for those natural and cultural heritage re-
sources that are most vulnerable to climate change impacts.

The Department’s High Priority Performance Goal for Climate Change Adaptation
is to identify areas and species most vulnerable to climate change and begin imple-
menting comprehensive adaptation strategies by the end of 2011. Beginning with
the 2011 budget, Reclamation will identify dedicated climate change funding, includ-
ing an increase of $3.0 million for its Basin Studies Program. Through the Basin
Studies Program, Reclamation will work with State and local partners to analyze
the impacts of climate change on water and power operations throughout basins in
the Western States, and will identify options to mitigate or adapt to those impacts.

WATERSMART

The 2011 budget proposes a sustainable water strategy to assist local commu-
nities to stretch water supplies and improve water management. A High Priority
Performance Goal is established to increase water supply for agricultural, munic-
ipal, industrial, and environmental uses in the western United States up to 350,000
acre-feet by the end of 2011 through conservation programs including water reuse
and recycling and WaterSMART (formerly Challenge) grants.

The budget for the WaterSMART program—Sustain and Manage America’s Re-
sources for Tomorrow—includes $72.9 million, an increase of $36.4 million over the
2010 enacted level for sustainability programs in Reclamation and USGS. Reclama-
tion will use $62.0 million, an increase of $27.4 million, to improve water manage-
ment by encouraging voluntary water banks; reducing demand; implementing water
conservation and water reclamation and reuse projects; and taking action to im-
prove energy efficiency and reduce environmental conflicts. The USGS will use $10.9
million, an increase of $9.0 million, for a multi-year, nationwide water availability
and use assessment program.

TREASURED LANDSCAPES

The 2011 budget includes funding for an increased effort by Reclamation to con-
duct studies, projects, and other efforts in the California Bay-Delta. These activities
will support the December 22, 2009 Bay-Delta Interim Action Plan, investing in
short and long-term actions for sustainable water and ecosystem restoration. This
request will fund habitat restoration efforts, the development of fish screens and
fish ladders, efforts to eradicate or mitigate invasive species, various water quality
and quantity studies and assessments, and other efforts.

SUPPORTING TRIBAL NATIONS

The 2011 budget for Reclamation contains funding in support of tribal nations
through projects such as the Animas-La Plata project to continue implementation
of the Colorado Ute Settlement Act and funding for the Navajo-Gallup Water Supply
project.

CONCLUSION

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on behalf of the President’s fiscal year
2011 budget request for the Department of the Interior. I want to reiterate my ap-
preciation for the long-standing support of this subcommittee. Our fiscal year 2011
budget will—in its entirety—make a dramatic difference for the American people.
We have a tremendous opportunity to improve the future for our children and
grandchildren with wise investments in clean energy, climate impacts, treasured
landscapes, our youth, and the empowerment of tribal nations. This concludes my
overview of the fiscal year 2011 budget proposal for the Department of the Interior.
I am happy to answer any questions that you may have.

Senator DORGAN. Commissioner Connor.
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STATEMENT OF MICHAEL L. CONNOR, COMMISSIONER

Commissioner CONNOR. Yes, sir. Thank you, Chairman Dorgan,
Senator Bennett, and members of the subcommittee, for the oppor-
tunity to discuss the Bureau of Reclamation’s 2011 budget.

With me today is Bob Wolf, who is the Director of our Program
and Budget Office at the Bureau of Reclamation.

As noted by Secretary Castle, the fiscal year 2011 discretionary
request for Reclamation is $1.02 billion. Overall, the budget reflects
a set of wide-ranging activities and initiatives that support Rec-
lamation’s mission. According to a recent departmental economic
analysis, Reclamation’s mission is to supply water, generate power,
and provide recreation opportunities to millions of Americans. It
supports over 260,000 jobs on an annual basis and $39.5 billion in
economic activity.

At its core, however, the goal of Reclamation’s budget is simply
to promote certainty and sustainability in the use of limited water
resources, whether it is for agricultural, municipal, industrial, envi-
ronmental, or power-generation purposes. Certainty and sustain-
ability require Reclamation to take action on many fronts, and our
budget proposal was developed with that principle in mind.
Through these efforts, we believe we can continue to provide the
economic benefits I just described.

Secretary Castle identified six priorities that are focal points of
the Department’s fiscal year 2011 budget. Very briefly, I want to
speak about several of those items.

The first is tackling the Nation’s water challenges and the New
Energy Frontier. Addressing water challenges and energy needs
starts with operating, maintaining, and improving the condition of
our existing facilities. Accordingly, the 2011 budget requests a total
$424 million for facility operations, maintenance, and rehabilitation
activities. This amount represents almost one-half—46 percent—of
the Water and Related Resources account. The remaining balance
of that account is used for water, energy, land, and fish and wild-
life resource management activities, which amount to $490 million
in total, or 54 percent of the remaining part of the Water and Re-
lated Resources account.

Included within this $490 million allocation is the WaterSMART
program that was just described in detail. As noted, WaterSMART
includes a specific focus on energy-water issues. In addition to pro-
moting energy efficiency through water conservation, Reclamation
will be working with our numerous partners to facilitate new re-
newable energy generation development in association with Rec-
lamation facilities and its operations.

CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION

In the area of climate change, Reclamation will do its part to as-
sist the Department in implementing an integrated strategy to bet-
ter understand and respond to climate change impacts on water
and associated resources.

As identified in our budget documents, the Department will be
establishing Climate Science Centers (CSCs), Landscape Conserva-
tion Cooperatives (LCCs), and a Climate Effects Network. Reclama-
tion’s 2011 budget includes an increase of $3 million for Reclama-
tion’s Basin Studies program to implement West-wide risk assess-
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ments and to establish two LCCs. Reclamation’s Science and Tech-
nology program will also devote $4 million in support of the science
agenda being carried out by the Climate Science Centers. This
funding represents a critical investment that will help our stake-
holders better understand and plan for a future impacted by in-
creasing temperatures.

TREASURED LANDSCAPES AND RESTORING RIVERS

Protecting the Nation’s treasured landscapes is another depart-
mental priority, and it is imperative that Reclamation do its share.
First, maintaining our ability to deliver water and generate power
requires protecting and restoring the aquatic and riparian environ-
ments affected by our operations. Beyond that, restoring the health
of our rivers will help avoid future conflicts and provide more flexi-
bility in addressing the challenges presented by drought, increasing
populations, increasing energy demand, environmental needs, de-
pleted aquifers, and a changing climate. Included within the Re-
storing Rivers program are our endangered species recovery pro-
grams, which are an increasing part of Reclamation’s budget.

SUPPORTING TRIBAL NATIONS

The final priority I want to briefly discuss is Reclamation’s sup-
port for tribal nations. The 2011 budget continues this support
through our ongoing efforts to implement Indian water rights set-
tlements. Included in the request is $12.5 million in support of the
Animas-La Plata project and the Shiprock Pipeline, which are the
critical items in the Colorado Ute Settlement Act amendments.
Those are anticipated to be completed in 2013.

The request also includes $10 million for the Navajo-Gallup
Water Supply Project, a key element of the Navajo Nation Water
Rights Settlement in the San Juan River basin in New Mexico.

There’s also $4 million for the Soboba Water Rights Settlement
to complete funding for the United States’ share of constructing,
operating, and maintaining the basin recharge project that’s cen-
tral to that settlement.

And outside settlements, Reclamation is addressing tribal needs
through its rural water program. Sixty-two million dollars is re-
quested for this program to continue the construction of authorized
rural water projects, several of which benefit tribal nations in the
Great Plains and Upper Colorado River regions.

Mr. Chairman, please allow me to express my sincere apprecia-
tion for the continued support that this subcommittee has provided
the Bureau of Reclamation. I stand ready to answer questions at
the appropriate time.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MICHAEL L. CONNOR

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Bennett and members of the subcommittee, for
the opportunity to discuss with you the President’s fiscal year 2011 budget request
for dthe Bureau of Reclamation. With me today is Bob Wolf, Director of Program and
Budget.

I appreciate the time and consideration this subcommittee gives to reviewing and
understanding Reclamation’s budget and its support for the program. Reclamation
works hard to prioritize and define our program in a manner that serves the best
interest of the public who rely on Reclamation for their water and power.
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Our fiscal year 2011 request continues support for activities that deliver water
and generate hydropower, consistent with applicable State and Federal law, in an
environmentally responsible and cost-effective manner.

The budget continues to emphasize working smarter to address the water needs
of a growing population in an environmentally responsible and cost-efficient man-
ner; and assisting States, tribes, and local entities in solving contemporary water
resource challenges. It also emphasizes the operation and maintenance of Reclama-
tion facilities in a safe, efficient, economic, and reliable manner; assuring systems
and safety measures are in place to protect the public and Reclamation facilities.
Funding for each project or program within Reclamation’s request is based upon ad-
ministration, departmental, and Bureau priorities. Key focus areas include Water
Conservation, Climate Change Adaptation and Renewable Energy, Restoring Rivers,
and supporting tribal nations.

Reclamation’s 2011 budget request is $1.1 billion, which includes $49.9 million for
the Central Valley Project Restoration Fund (CVPRF). This request is offset by dis-
cretionary receipts in the CVPRF, estimated to be $49.6 million. The request for
permanent appropriations in 2011 totals $167.0 million.

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

The 2011 budget request for Water and Related Resources, Reclamation’s prin-
cipal operating account, is $913.6 million. The request includes a total of $489.9 mil-
lion for water and energy, land, and fish and wildlife resource management and de-
velopment activities. Funding in these activities provides for planning, construction,
water conservation activities, management of Reclamation lands including recre-
f\tfion, and actions to address the impacts of Reclamation projects on fish and wild-
ife.

The request also provides a total of $423.7 million for facility operations, mainte-
nance, and rehabilitation activities. Providing adequate funding for these activities
continues to be one of Reclamation’s highest priorities. The Bureau continues to
work closely with water users and other stakeholders to ensure that available funds
are used effectively. These funds are used to allow the timely and effective delivery
of project benefits; ensure the reliability and operational readiness of Reclamation’s
dams, reservoirs, power plants, and distribution systems; and identify, plan, and im-
plement dam safety corrective actions and site security improvements.

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 REQUEST FOR WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

I would like to share with the subcommittee several highlights of the Reclamation
budget including an update on the WaterSMART (Sustain and Manage America’s
Resources for Tomorrow) Program and Interior’s establishment of a High Priority
Performance Goal target to enable capability to increase available water supply for
agricultural, municipal, industrial and environmental uses in the western United
States by 350,000 acre-feet by the end of 2011.

WaterSMART Program.—The request focuses resources on the Department of the
Interior’s WaterSMART program. The program concentrates on expanding and
stretching limited water supplies in the West to reduce conflict, facilitate solutions
to complex water issues, and to meet the growing needs of expanding municipalities,
the environment, and agriculture. The U.S. Geological Survey is a partner in
WaterSMART.

The Department plays an important role in providing leadership and assistance
to States, tribes, and local communities to address these competing demands for
water and to be more energy efficient in the operations of its facilities. Reclamation
is proposing to increase its share of the WaterSMART Program by $27.4 million
over the fiscal year 2010 enacted level for total funding of $62.0 million. The three
ongoing programs include: the WaterSMART (formerly the Challenge) grant pro-
gram funded at $27.0 million; the Basin Study program funded at $6.0 million; and
the title XVI Water Reclamation and Reuse program funded at $29.0 million.
Through these programs, Reclamation will provide competitive grants for water
marketing and conservation projects; implement basin-wide planning studies that
will help identify the impacts of climate change, identify potential adaptation meas-
ures and address comprehensive water supply and demand in the West; and con-
tinue funding of water reuse and recycling projects.

Other Significant Programs and Highlights Include

Climate Change Adaptation and Renewable Energy.—The Department is imple-
menting an integrated strategy for responding to climate change impacts on the re-
sources managed by the Department, through the establishment of DOI Climate
Science Centers (CSC), Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCC) and a Climate
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Effects Network. The 2011 budget requests an increase of $3.0 million for use with-
in Reclamation’s Basin Studies program for total funding of $6.0 million to imple-
ment West-wide climate change risk assessments. Reclamation will take the lead to
coordinate work at two LCCs. Reclamation’s Science and Technology program will
devote $4.0 million to support scientific work through the Department’s CSCs. Rec-
lamation is also assessing and implementing new renewable energy generation de-
velopment in association with Reclamation facilities in cooperation with other Fed-
eral and State agencies, water users, and private sector entities through its Power
Program Service program.

Restoring Rivers.—In order to best maintain Reclamation’s ability to meet its core
mission goals of delivering water and generating hydropower, a growing part of its
mission must focus on the protection and restoration of the aquatic and riparian en-
vironments influenced by its operations. This growing focus area will help Reclama-
tion better balance its environmental mission with its role as a water supplier and
power generator, thus better positioning Reclamation to address the ongoing chal-
lenges presented by drought, climate change, increasing populations, the growing
water demand associated with energy generation, and environmental needs. Rec-
lamation’s Restoring Rivers agenda involves a large number of activities, including
its Endangered Species Act recovery programs.

The 2011 request provides $171.7 million for operating, managing and improving
California’s Central Valley Project. This amount includes $39.9 million for the CVP,
Sacramento River Division, Red Bluff pumping plant, which will be constructed to
facilitate passage for threatened fish species, as well as providing water deliveries.
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 also provided $109.8 million
for the Red Bluff pumping plant. The funding for CVP also includes $11.8 million
for the Trinity River Restoration program that includes development of a com-
prehensive monitoring and adaptive management program for fishery restoration
and construction of channel rehabilitation projects at various sites along the Trinity
River. This request includes $21.7 million for the CVP Replacements, Additions, and
Extraordinary Maintenance program, for modernization, upgrade, and refurbish-
ment of facilities throughout the Central Valley.

The request includes $25.3 million for Lower Colorado River Operations to fulfill
the role of the Secretary as water master for the Lower Colorado River. The request
provides funding for management and oversight of both the annual and long-range
operating criteria for Colorado River reservoirs; water contract administration; and
implementation of the Lower Colorado River Multi-Species Conservation program.
The Bureau of Reclamation remains committed to maximizing efficient ways to de-
liver water under its contracts and to conserve water for multiple uses, including
endangered species protection.

The budget requests $23.7 million for Endangered Species Act Recovery Imple-
mentation programs. The request includes $12.7 million in the Great Plains Region
to implement the Platte River Endangered Species Recovery Implementation pro-
gram, based upon approval of the program by the Secretary and the Governors of
Colorado, Nebraska, and Wyoming in late 2006 and authorized by the Consolidated
Natural Resources Act of 2008. Implementation of this program provides measures
to help recover four endangered or threatened species, thereby enabling existing
water projects in the Platte River Basin to continue operations, as well as allowing
new water projects to be developed in compliance with the Endangered Species Act.
It also provides an increase of $4.9 million for a total of $8.4 million for the Upper
Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery program, which was established in Janu-
ary 1988, to provide habitat management, development and maintenance; aug-
mentation and conservation of genetic integrity; and conservation of other aquatic
and terrestrial endangered species. The increase will fund construction of a system
that automates canal operations to conserve and redirect water for instream flows.

The Klamath project request is $22.5 million and includes funds for studies and
initiatives related to improving water supplies to meet the competing demands of
agricultural, tribal, wildlife refuge, and environmental needs. Key areas of focus in-
clude continuing a water bank; making improvements in fish passage and habitat;
taking actions to improve water quality; developing a basin-wide recovery plan; in-
creasing surface and groundwater supplies; and continuing coordination of Reclama-
tion’s Conservation Improvement program.

The Klamath Dam Removal and Sedimentation Studies are being conducted as a
result of negotiations initiated in 2005 and completed in 2010 regarding restoration
of the Klamath River. Study results will be used to inform a Secretarial Determina-
tion to decide if removing PacifiCorp’s four dams on the Lower Klamath River is
in the public interest and advances restoration of the Klamath River fisheries. The
Reclamation request includes $5.0 million to further assess the costs and benefits
of removing the dams. The Fish and Wildlife Service, funded under the Interior, En-
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vironment, and Related Agencies appropriations subcommittee, also has $2.0 million
in its request to support these studies.

The Middle Rio Grande project request is $25.1 million and will continue funding
of endangered species activities and Reclamation’s participation in the Middle Rio
Grande Endangered Species Act Collaborative program. Funding of the repair of pri-
ority river levee maintenance sites is also included.

The Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project request is $12.4 million,
which will continue funding grants to Benton and Roza Irrigation Districts and Sun-
nyside Division Board of Control, to implement conservation measures and monitor
the effects of those measures on the river diversions.

Supporting Tribal Nations.—The fiscal year 2011 Reclamation budget supports
tribal nations through a number of projects. The request includes $12.5 million for
the Animas-La Plata project to continue implementation of the Colorado Ute Settle-
ment Act. Project completion is anticipated in 2013, and 2011 funding will provide
for directional drilling and pipeline construction on the Navajo Nation Municipal
Pipeline and the continued filling of Lake Nighthorse.

The request includes $10.0 million for the Navajo-Gallup Water Supply Project,
a key element of the Navajo Nation Water Rights Settlement on the San Juan River
in New Mexico. The project will provide a reliable and sustainable municipal, indus-
trial, and domestic water supply from the San Juan River to 43 Chapters of the
Navajo Nation.

The request includes $4.0 million for the Soboba Water Rights Settlement Project
to complete funding for the payment or reimbursement for constructing, operating,
and maintaining the portion of the basin recharge project that the United States
is responsible for under the Settlement Agreement.

The 2011 Reclamation budget requests $62.0 million for on-going authorized rural
water projects. The projects that benefit tribal nations include Mni Wiconi, the rural
water component of the Garrison Diversion Unit; Fort Peck Reservation/Dry Prairie;
Jicarilla Apache Reservation; and Rocky Boys/North Central Montana. Other rural
water projects include Perkins County and Lewis and Clark.

Safety of Dams.—A total of $95.2 million is requested for Reclamation’s Safety of
Dams program, which includes $45.0 million directed to dam safety issues at Folsom
Dam. Funding also includes $29.3 million to initiate other safety correction activi-
ties and $19.0 million for safety evaluations of existing dams. This includes $1.9
million to oversee the Interior Department’s Safety of Dams program.

A total of $30.3 million is requested for Site Security to ensure the safety and se-
curity of the public, Reclamation’s employees, and key facilities. This funding in-
cludes $9.2 million for physical security upgrades at high risk critical assets and
$21.1 million to continue all aspects of Bureauwide security efforts including law en-
forcement, risk and threat analysis, personnel security, information security, secu-
rity risk assessments and security-related studies, and guards and patrols.

Section 513 of the Consolidated Natural Resources Act of 2008 includes provisions
for the treatment of Reclamation site security costs. Under these provisions, Rec-
lamation will collect approximately $20.0 million, as indexed for inflation, in secu-
rity-related operation and maintenance costs that are reimbursable under Reclama-
tion law. Approximately 60 percent of this amount is reimbursable through up-front
revenues. Approximately 40 percent of this amount is appropriated and then reim-
bursed to projects through the normal operations and maintenance cost allocation
process.

POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION

The $61.2 million request in fiscal year 2011 funds the development, evaluation,
and implementation of Reclamation-wide policy, rules, and regulations, including ac-
tions under the Government Performance and Results Act. These funds are also
used for management and performance functions that are not chargeable to specific
projects and required for ongoing Commissioner’s activities.

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

The 2011 budget includes a request of $49.9 million for the CVPRF. This budget
request is offset by collections estimated at $49.6 million from mitigation and res-
toration charges authorized by the Central Valley Project Improvement Act. The
San Joaquin River Restoration Fund section below describes the impact that the
San Joaquin River Restoration Settlement Act has on the CVPRF.

The 2011 program funds a variety of activities to restore fish and wildlife habitat
and populations in the CVP service area of California, including: acquiring water
for anadromous fish and other environmental purposes; providing for long-term
water deliveries to wildlife refuges; continuing the anadromous fish restoration pro-
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gram with the goal of doubling their natural production; monitoring the effective-
ness of restoration actions; acquiring fee title or conservation easements to facilitate
better management; restoring land to improve wildlife habitat, conserve water, and
reduce drainage; and continuing funding for fish screens on diversions along the
Sacramento River.

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER RESTORATION FUND

While there is a $72.1 million request for discretionary appropriations in fiscal
year 2011, receipts will be used, as authorized by the 2009 San Joaquin River Res-
toration Act, to implement terms of the settlement of the litigation. Funding in fis-
cal year 2011 will be used to continue planning, engineering, environmental compli-
ance, fishery management, water operations, and public involvement activities.

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA RESTORATION FUND

The budget requests $40.0 million for the California Bay-Delta Restoration Fund,
pursuant to the CALFED Bay-Delta Authorization Act that was signed into law on
October 25, 2004. The legislation provides a 6 year Federal authorization to imple-
ment the collaborative Bay-Delta program. Authorities authorized by the Water
Supply, Reliability, and Environmental Act were extended until 2014, by the Energy
and Water Development and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2010. A consor-
tium of Federal and State agencies fund and participate in the Bay-Delta program,
focusing on the health of the ecosystem and improving water management and sup-
plies. In addition, Bay-Delta activities address the issues of water supply reliability,
aging levees, and threatened water quality.

Funding for Bay-Delta is requested in the amount of $40.0 million for the fol-
lowing program areas: $5.0 million for water storage studies; $3.5 million for the
conveyance program; $7.5 million for water use efficiency; $8.5 million for the
science program; $5.0 million for water quality assurance investigations; $8.5 mil-
lion for ecosystem restoration projects; and $2.0 million for Reclamation’s oversight
function to ensure program balance and integration.

FISCAL YEAR 2011 PLANNED ACTIVITIES

Reclamation’s fiscal year 2011 priority goals are directly related to fulfilling con-
tractual requests to deliver water and power. These include addressing a range of
other water supply needs in the West, playing a significant role in restoring and
protecting freshwater ecosystems consistent with applicable State and Federal law,
and enhancing management of our water infrastructure while mitigating for any
harmful environmental effects. Reclamation will deliver roughly 28 million acre-feet
of water to meet contractual obligations while addressing other resource needs (for
example, fish and wildlife habitat, environmental enhancement, recreation, and Na-
tive American trust responsibilities).

Reclamation will maintain dams and associated facilities in good condition to en-
sure the reliable delivery of water. Reclamation will maintain a forced outage aver-
age of 2.20 that is lower than the industry average for similar units to ensure reli-
able delivery of power. Reclamation has set a goal to prevent an additional 12,700
tons of salt from entering the water ways in fiscal year 2011. The actions Reclama-
tion will take to accomplish this goal include selecting new salinity control projects
through a competitive process.

Moreover, the fiscal year 2011 budget request demonstrates Reclamation’s com-
mitment to meeting the water and power needs of the West in a fiscally responsible
manner. This budget continues Reclamation’s emphasis on managing those valuable
public resources. Reclamation is committed to working with its customers, States,
tribes, and other stakeholders to find ways to balance and provide for the mix of
water resource needs in 2011 and beyond.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, please allow me to express my sincere appreciation for the contin-
ued support that this subcommittee has provided Reclamation. This completes my
statement. I would be happy to answer any questions that you may have at this
time.

SENATOR DORGAN. Mr. Connor, thank you very much. We appre-
ciate that.

Senator Harkin has asked for the privilege of asking a single
question in order that he may chair a hearing at 10 o’clock, and
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if there’s no objection on the subcommittee, I would honor that re-
quest.
Senator Harkin.

CEDAR RAPIDS FLOODING

Senator HARKIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I ap-
preciate the indulgence of the subcommittee.

I just have one question for Secretary Darcy. Cedar Rapids, the
second largest city in Iowa, suffered a major flood, as you know, in
2008. It was broadcast all over the world. We saw houses floating
down the river. It destroyed a great part of downtown Cedar Rap-
ids. Over 5,000 homes were destroyed. The water was higher than
even 1,000-year floods. It was the highest ever, ever on record. The
Rock Island District is now working on the feasibility of doing a
flood control project involved—improving Cedar Rapids’ ability to
withstand future floods.

Here’s the problem, some parts of that project may meet the tra-
ditional requirements of the cost-benefit ratio. That would be im-
provements on the east side of the river that protects most of
downtown and another part that protects some industries, Quaker
Oats being the major one.

But it looks unlikely that the traditional cost-benefit analysis
would be positive for the west side of the river. Well, on the west
side of the river, we have over 4,000 homes of moderate- to low-
income people. Many of them were damaged in the flood, and what
happens—these are families of modest means. If the project moves
on the west side of the river, you can then see that the west side
may experience a worse flood in various scenarios because the east
side would be protected.

I was pleased to see the December 3, 2009 proposed national ob-
jectives, principles, and standards for related resources draft. It
looks at non-monetary fix, such as community impacts on groups
such as those with lower incomes and the effects on the economy
of the area.

So, I think it’s extremely difficult to move forward with only pro-
tecting the higher income and the downtown areas, while increas-
ing—actually increasing—the flood risk to those with lower in-
comes, modest incomes, on the other side of the river. The tradi-
tional national economic analysis just simply does not take these
considerations into effect and also what it would mean economi-
cally for that side of the river, in terms of businesses and things
like that, that simply wouldn’t go there.

My question is—I just want to get your views on the need to
move forward with a project that is crucial and whether or not it
would be appropriate to consider these other concerns for a project
like this.

Ms. DARcCY. Your reference to the Principles and Guidelines
being drafted is exactly what that’s designed to do. Traditionally,
we have only looked at national economic benefits when consid-
ering water resources projects. With the new Principles and Guide-
lines, we are looking at more than just the economic impact; we're
looking at the environmental impact, the impact to the community
as well as to other impacts, including social values. With the new
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Principles and Guidelines, we’ll get at exactly the concern that you
have in your study.

Senator HARKIN. Thank you.

Senator DORGAN. Thank you, Senator Harkin.

For the information of members who weren’t here when I began,
I indicated that I have to leave at 10 o’clock. We have the FAA bill
on the floor, and I also have to be at a Commerce Comcast-NBC
merger hearing ever so briefly. So, Senator Tester will take the
chair at 10 o’clock.

EFFECT OF PROPOSED BUDGET ON AUTHORIZED BUT UNFUNDED
PROJECTS

Let me ask a couple of questions. Secretary Darcy, again, I un-
derstand your role, and that is to support this budget and not vary
even one degree if you can avoid it, but it seems to me that we
have $67 billion of authorized unfunded Corps projects. Some of
them will never be built, but we guess that somewhere around
$20-25 billion of those projects are going to be built. They are au-
thorized, but at the current level of funding, it will take a long,
long, long time to build and invest in that infrastructure. It just
seems to me that a reduction of nearly one-half a billion dollars in
fiscal year 2011 in investment in Corps water projects is not going
to be able to do what we need to do to invest in these infrastruc-
ture projects. What is your judgment about that?

Ms. DARCY. Senator, we can always use more money, but we are
going to make the best investments with the dollars that we have,
not only for the infrastructure but for the entire Corps mission and
the Corps program. We have a lot of challenges. We have many
unmet needs. The infrastructure in this country, we all know, is
aging. But within the dollars that we have proposed in this budget,
I think that we are going to do the best we can with the high-per-
forming projects that we are going to be able to afford to fund.

Senator DORGAN. Yes. I would guess the consensus of this sub-
committee will be to re-prioritize the funding in the series of ac-
counts in order to avoid a one-half-billion-dollar cut in water infra-
structure funding. I just don’t think that that’s what we ought to
be doing at this point.

Let me ask General Van Antwerp a question. You used one word
that concerned me. You said, “I think we have the funding for this
flood fight this spring.” Did you mean to use “think™?

General VAN ANTWERP. We do have the resources. Let me clarify.
We do have the resources right now for everything that we can pre-
dict that we're going to need to do.

Senator DORGAN. My colleagues will remember last year that the
Red River flood fight went on for nearly a month. According to the
National Weather Service, it appears there is nearly a 100 percent
chance that we will see major flooding within the coming weeks,
particularly in the Fargo-Moorhead area. So, they are also working
on a flood control project and Secretary Darcy and I and others
have talked about this. It’s a very important issue for them because
it is a recurring problem and puts a lot of population at risk and
property and so on.
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RURAL WATER PROJECTS

Let me ask, if I might, of the Bureau of Reclamation, how did
you arrive at the funding decisions for rural water projects? Most
of them seem funded at minimal levels, and the fact is at these lev-
els, inflation is probably going to increase the project cost faster
than the funding that we are investing in the project. So, can we
get some notion of how you made these judgments about rural
water?

Commissioner CONNOR. With respect to the rural water program,
we have been able to increase the level of funding up to the $62
million, which I think reflects a similar amount to that that was
proposed in the 2010 budget. So, we are trying to keep a budget
that makes some continued progress with respect to the two
projects that have significant construction activity and are nearing
completion. Those would be the Garrison project and Mni Wiconi.
Within the available resources, given all the competing priorities,
we're trying to present a budget that sustains activity in those
other projects, keeps the administrative activity on the ground, and
helps people continue to do their planning efforts and to do some
level of maintenance on the project facilities that have been con-
structed since they’re anywhere from 10 percent to 84 percent fully
constructed.

So, I completely concede the point that at the funding level of
$62 million, several of those projects are going to fall behind from
an inflation perspective versus what we are able to invest. But it’s
a level that has been brought up from prior budgets over the last
3 or 4 years. We were able to make significant inroads in some of
the activity with respect to Recovery Act money, and we're trying
to prioritize within the available resources in that account on a
couple projects and keep the others going.

INFRASTRUCTURE REHABILITATION

Senator DORGAN. With respect to the Bureau, something Senator
Bennett asked about or raised during his opening statement was
that a recently passed lands bill, as Senator Bennett indicated,
gave Reclamation the authority to address the rehabilitation of its
aging infrastructure. Prior to this, it had been a non-Federal re-
sponsibility. But much of the infrastructure of the Bureau is well
over one-half a century old, and some of it is in pretty poor condi-
tion, and yet no funding was provided in the budget.

And T guess the question I would ask is does this mean this will
be and remain a low priority for the administration? And with the
infrastructure over 50 years old, much of it over one-half a century
old, the problem will increase rather than decrease; so has Rec-
lamation developed contingency policies in the event of the failure
of infrastructure?

Commissioner CONNOR. Infrastructure is a very high priority in
our budget, and our budget starts with baseline numbers of what
it takes to operate and maintain our projects. That’s where build-
ing our budget starts, with those activities. That’s an annual view
of maintenance to keep projects in operating condition. We do have
a significant issue with respect to major rehabilitation, and the tool
provided in the omnibus public lands bill was a very valuable tool.
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Previously, there was just no opportunity for our stakeholders to
make that investment beyond a 1-year period. Now we have a tool
that, if resources are provided, they can enter into a repayment
contract not to exceed 50 years.

So, that’s part of what we need to be doing. We don’t have any
money request in the budget. You're correct. But we’re still evalu-
ating the needs in that situation. We invested $10 million of Recov-
ery Act money to assess the condition of our major canals. We're
doing 95 stretches of canals that we anticipate we will have reports
on through the end of this calendar year that will identify the need
of where we think we need to make investments. We are talking
with some stakeholders about their major rehabilitation needs,
such as in Idaho, and initiating discussions on what a repayment
contract would look like so that we can put that tool to work,
should there be resources.

And, finally, if we can do this without a major increase in our
appropriations for this activity, one of the keys is to have the loan
guarantee program that was authorized in the 2006 Rural Water
Project Act. In trying to implement that loan guarantee program,
we came across several issues that need to be evaluated, and that’s
going to be on our agenda this year, to go back to the Office of
Management and Budget and have that dialogue on that loan guar-
antee program.

Senator DORGAN. Secretary Darcy, do we have the full commit-
ment of the Corps of Engineers to work with the Red River Valley
in Minnesota and North Dakota and the interests as they move for-
ward, not only to fight that flood this year again, as they’ve done
so many years, but also as they work locally to make judgments
about the comprehensive flood control project that is necessary to
protect the largest population center on the Red River Valley? Is
the Corps prepared to work fully with State and local interests
with respect to the Federal interest on these projects?

Ms. DARcY. Yes, Senator, we are.

Senator DORGAN. And anxious to do that?

Ms. DARcy. Can’t wait.

Senator DORGAN. Happy to do that? It’s going to be very impor-
tant. I mean, we’ve got people living on an edge here that has been
very troubling for them and now facing a very significant, major
flood threat once again. So, I appreciate that.

Let me make one comment, and that is that, you know, 50 years
ago, half a century ago or more, in this country we built new
things. We did a lot of projects, a lot of new projects. We built an
interstate highway system that connected the entire country. We
couldn’t do that now in a million years. You couldn’t propose spend-
ing that kind of money to connect America with an interstate high-
way system, but the fact is, if we don’t get serious about the infra-
structure, yes, roads, bridges, water projects, you name it, we won’t
be the kind of country we used to be in the minds of people from
around the world who came to see what America built. You know,
we won’t be making anything, and we won’t be building anything.
We've already gone way down the road in not making anything.

But this budget is very important. This subcommittee is a very
important decisionmaker about what our country is going to be in
terms of the infrastructure we build for the future. These are big
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investments that create significant assets for decades to come. So,
I want you all to work very hard inside the administration next
year to bring better budgets if you can, because we’re going to have
to make significant judgments and changes in this budget. I just
think it substantially and dramatically underfunds our water pro-
grams.

As I indicated, we will have 7-minute rounds. I exceeded mine
by a minute or so, but let me call on Senator Bennett.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and
thank you for your statement. I agree with you absolutely that this
subcommittee is going to have to exercise its authority to try to cor-
rect some of the problems we have in this budget.

QUAGGA MUSSEL R&D PROGRAM

Senator Voinovich focused on the carp and the difficulties that
would create in the Great Lakes. People in Utah are very con-
cerned about Quagga mussels and the impact that they will have
as an invasive species in Lake Powell and other places. And in fis-
cal 2010, we provided funding to the Bureau of Reclamation to es-
tablish the Quagga mussel R&D program, and I'd like to know
what the status of that is.

Ms. CASTLE. Yes, Senator, the Quagga mussel program—the
science and technology and research and development on both look-
ing at materials that will resist the attachment of Quagga mussels
and also looking at ways to kill them selectively without killing
other life in the water—that is ongoing in Reclamation’s Technical
Services Center. The budget for science and technology this year,
proposed for 2011 for the Bureau of Reclamation, is about $6 mil-
lion. Of that, approximately $2 million—and Commissioner Connor
and Mr. Wolf can be more specific—is for that Quagga mussel re-
search.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you. I appreciate that specificity and
simply want to reaffirm the importance of following through on
that.

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACT

You made reference, Secretary Castle, to CUPCA, the Central
Utah Project Completion Act, and the budget is up $1 million com-
pared to fiscal 2010. Obviously, you will insist that this is the right
number, but can we probe that just a little and see what the total
funding capability for CUPCA in fiscal 2011 and why you think
that’s adequate?

Ms. CASTLE. Senator, we were actually delighted to have an in-
crease in the CUPCA budget for 2011 given the austerity of the
overall budget. CUPCA also benefited, as you know, and you were
responsible for significant Recovery Act funding. It’s my under-
standing that CUPCA normally has about three project contracts
going at a time. We now have nine as a result of the Recovery Act
additional boost. So, that money has really allowed us, together
with the 2010 and 2011 budgets, to move forward much more expe-
ditiously than we had anticipated with CUPCA, and we are ful-
filling the capability of the Central Utah Conservancy District.
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2011 DROUGHT OUTLOOK

Senator BENNETT. Very good. Let’s talk about drought. What is
the drought outlook for the West in 2011? You've budgeted
$380,000 for drought assistance, and that means you must be look-
ing at a pretty wet year. Give me your background and your atti-
tude with respect to that.

Ms. CASTLE. Well, I'll take a crack at it, Senator, and then turn
to Commissioner Connor. The drought outlook varies every year.
We're used to seeing very significant droughts in the Southwest.
This year, it looks like we’re going to have significant drought in
the Northwest, in the Columbia River system, in the Upper Colo-
rado Basin. And we’re focused on that in looking at our water man-
agement operations and trying to plan for the best use of the avail-
able water. Fortunately, many of our reservoirs have been able to
refill over the past year, so we're going into this, in these drought
locations, in better shape than might have been the case.

The drought assistance money that the Bureau of Reclamation
has had has not been huge amounts over its history. We have au-
thority for drought assistance. That authority expires at the end of
2010 fiscal year. We do have $380,000 in the budget for the contin-
gency that we are able to spend that money for drought assistance.
We're able to use it for temporary structures and for the construc-
tion of wells to assist in drought relief. And that’s something that
we may want to work with the subcommittee on to look again at
the authorization for drought assistance and determine whether
those particular authorizations make sense in light of current con-
ditions.

LAKE POWELL

Senator BENNETT. You say the reservoirs are refilling, and that
is true in the Central Utah Project. Do you have any sense of
where Lake Powell is going to be at the end of this year? Back up,
but how much or is that just a——

Ms. CASTLE. Yes——

Senator BENNETT. Yes, I realize, but you've probably done some
studies as to where you think Lake Powell is going to be.

Ms. CASTLE. The most recent figures that I've seen indicate that
stream flows and precipitation, snow pack in the Upper Colorado,
the source of fill for Lake Powell, is about at 68 percent. So, it’s
been coming down and down and down. It started the water year
out very well, but things have not progressed the same way. So,
Lake Powell may not get any fuller than it was—last year it was
about 60 percent at its peak of capacity. But let me defer to Com-
missioner Connor, who may have more specifics on that.

Senator BENNETT. Yes.

COLORADO RIVER BASIN

Commissioner CONNOR. Just a couple additional thoughts. I
think Lake Powell currently is a little over 60 percent of capacity.
The real issue is the Colorado River Basin—and all the figures that
Secretary Castle quoted are the ones we're working with. As a re-
sult, Lake Powell will probably release the minimum 8.23 million
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acre-feet this year to satisfy the Colorado River Compact obliga-
tions.

Lake Mead is only at 44 percent capacity, and that’s the real con-
cern at this point in time in the Colorado River Basin. Fortunately,
it was at 42 percent just a couple months ago. So, the moisture in
southern California and that area has helped us save water, and
that has improved the situation. And the coordinated operations
agreement that the seven basin States put in place a couple years
ago has helped us have an objective set of criteria to manage those
two reservoirs so that everybody understands the rules and is deal-
ing with them. But if we don’t turn around and have a good pre-
cipitation year—we’re in a 10-year drought cycle in the Colorado
River basin—we’re looking at the possibility, within a couple years,
of having to declare a shortage in the Lower Colorado River basin.
So, things are touch and go with respect to that system.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator TESTER [presiding]. Senator Landrieu.

Senator LANDRIEU. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Moving from Utah
to Louisiana is about as different as you can get on this sub-
committee, and it shows how difficult and challenging our work is,
and your work, to accommodate the extraordinary needs of the Na-
tion with very limited resources. The Senator was just questioning
you about the lack of water, and I'm going to question you about
the fact that we have so much of it we don’t quite know what to
do with it. And if we could keep it in our rivers instead of out of
neighborhoods and cities where homes fill up to the roof with
water, we would be in better shape, and that’s what my line of
questioning is.

LOUISIANA COASTAL RESTORATION

I want to begin on a positive note, though, by thanking this team
and particularly the President for, in all of the budget, designating
only two new starts and one of those being the coastal restoration
efforts in Louisiana, which we have put extraordinary and mighty
and, I think, good work into getting the Nation’s attention about
the great need. And I want to say that we're grateful for the $10
million that is in this bill to begin turning dirt, at least the Federal
Government begin really turning dirt, on Louisiana coastal
projects, which protect not just south Louisiana and parts of Mis-
sissippi and actually benefit some parts of Texas, but actually ben-
efit the entire Nation as we are the largest drainage basin in the
Nation, the fifth or sixth largest delta in the entire world. We have
the largest land loss anywhere in the lower 48. And it’'s quite an
urgent matter.

But my question is this: We have $10 million for new construc-
tion. That is going to be applied to 18 projects, currently approved
and pending authorizations, General or the Secretary, the total of
which is $2 billion in authorization. So, I just did a little rough
math, assuming these projects will take anywhere from now to 7
years. We need $300 million a year just to finish these 18 projects,
which are the first piece of the Louisiana coastal restoration effort.
And you’ve given us $10 million. We're grateful, but how are we
going to get where we need to go?
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Ms. DARcCY. Senator, as you say, this is a start. The needs in
coastal Louisiana have been identified by not only the Congress but
on the ground down there. We’ve got ongoing studies also in the
budget this year. We are funding six additional studies—the six
studies for the LCA program.

Senator LANDRIEU. I appreciate that. I don’t want to interrupt.
I appreciate that, but the point is this—that we’ve actually been
studying this, the Federal Government has been studying this now
for more than 20 years, and this is the first $10 million that’s been
directed in a budget for construction, of studies associated with
coastal security and restoration. We don’t really need more studies.
What we actually need are more hard dollars to construct what we
already know we should be doing. So, I just want to leave you, you
know, with that challenge.

I will second, ask for some comments from you, Madam Sec-
retary, about the White House Working Group on Coastal Lou-
isiana, which I know you were a part of, and this was part of the
outcome of this work. How—I'm encouraged by the first step; I'm
encouraged by the report that was released. How do you think—
and I'd like, General, you to comment as well—how can we accel-
erate our work based on this new working group, and what does
the Corps—how does the Corps either its changing role or a dif-
ferent role based on what this report has already indicated? And
maybe, General, I'll ask you, and then come back to you, Madam
Secretary.

General VAN ANTWERP. Thank you, Senator. First of all, I think
what it really is, is a signal for partnership and collaboration and
really working with local authorities to get all of the input that we
need so we get the preferred solution, the best solution, and the
one that has the best benefit-cost ratio. I think it is definitely a
move in the right direction.

Senator LANDRIEU. Did you all talk about accelerating the time
for planning, construction, and implementation?

General VAN ANTWERP. We have had a lot of discussion about
cutting the amount of time in the planning process. The other issue
that we’ve been discussing is the external reviews, in that how can
we make sure we get those done so that we get the best and the
brightest working with us, but not to extend the time that it takes
to get this done, to actually cut it down. We’re really looking at
saving time to get to the end state, to get to construction, as you’ve
mentioned.

Senator LANDRIEU. Well, I would just mention to my colleagues,
this is really an unprecedented effort that’s going on between the
Corps and many of the environmental groups, the marine industry,
the fisheries industry, the agriculture industry, the oil and gas in-
dustry, the State of Louisiana, and it really is an exciting project,
but we’re going to continue to need to accelerate the work and find
additional resources.

LEVEE CERTIFICATION

Going up to the top of my State, to Louisiana and actually up
to the Mississippi, there is great concern—you’ve heard it men-
tioned again, and I guess maybe, Secretary, this would be for you—
about the recertification of the levees. Now, these levees—this levee
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system was built in large measure after the great flood of 1927,
and that was generations ago. We didn’t even have GPS and the
technology we have today to give accurate elevation accounts. Now
we’re—the Corps of Engineers is traveling up and down these levee
systems through all of our States, coming up with accurate data,
but it’s causing a recertification of these levees, Madam Secretary.
My question is; is there any money in this budget to help even one
community with increased insurance costs or increased cost-share?

Ms. DARcCY. Senator, the money included in this budget is not for
certification for those levees. As you know, the local sponsor is re-
sponsible for the operation, maintenance, and the certification of
those levees. We're finding across the country that they are chal-
lenged mostly because of the time constraints in getting a levee ei-
ther certified or repaired, and then when the FEMA flood insur-
ance requirements will kick in.

Senator LANDRIEU. Well, I'm going to ask the Corps to submit to
this subcommittee an estimate of the total amount of money that
is going to be needed to accommodate these new certifications. I
think this subcommittee is going to be shocked when the numbers
come in, about what our communities are going to have to either
step up or pay in money that they don’t have or pay in additional
insurance premiums to get flood insurance coverage, and for
Ouachita, for Rapides Parish in my State. But it’s all the way up
the Mississippi River and perhaps in some of the other river sys-
tems as well, so.

I have several other questions, but my time is out. I'll submit the
rest for, you know, written response, and just to invite any of you
that want to travel to the Netherlands, we’re taking a third trip.
This subcommittee has been gracious about supporting these ef-
forts over time, and we’ve found some extraordinary peer opportu-
nities in the Netherlands about water management, living with
water safely, which is something I think our country needs to learn
how to do a little bit better. Thank you.

Senator TESTER. Thank you, Senator Landrieu. And it does affect
other drainages. I will defer till the end.

Senator Cochran.

EXPEDITING PROJECTS FOR JOB CREATION

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, Madam Secretary.

Secretary Darcy, we appreciate very much your efforts to work
with the elected officials in our State of Mississippi to identify and
try to help move forward water projects, reclamation projects, and
protection of gulf coast areas that are threatened. And our Gov-
ernor is hard at work trying to identify some of the things that can
be done in cooperation between the State and its responsibilities
and Federal Government agencies.

The reason this has taken on a new urgency is that just this
morning, we received word that unemployment in the State of Mis-
sissippi has reached 12 percent. That was not expected, but it—the
news comes as a warning that we need to get busy and figure out
ways to deal more effectively with unemployment problems and
look to Government agencies who can contribute with accelerating
projects that were already approved, already been funded, but
where work and actual job-creating activity is not moving as fast
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as it could be. So, I'm hopeful that we can work with you and Gen-
eral Van Antwerp and others in the Federal agencies and the
Corps of Engineers to try to identify some of these opportunities.

One permitting project that can be expedited, I'm told, that has
already be funded is the port at Gulfport, where work can be done
to help modernize and recover from some of the damages that were
sustained during Hurricane Katrina. We’ve had serious damages
done there that need attention, and we can start work very quickly.
There’s a Mississippi coastal improvement plan which is also fin-
ished. It’s my understanding that the Corps is looking at ways to
improve and expand port capacity in the Gulf of Mexico. We have
a Panama Canal expansion that’s under way.

So, things are coming together now and providing opportunities
for us to really do some things that will help economically both
State and national interests.

So, 'm wondering—and I don’t know which witness wants to
take this question, but what is the time line now for implementa-
tion of the Mississippi Coastal Improvement Plan? We provided
$439 million for barrier island restoration work, and we wonder
when the work is actually going to begin.

Ms. DARcCY. Senator, I believe the work on that particular pro-
gram which was authorized in an appropriations bill and included
funding of $439 million, I believe that some of that work has
begun. In addition to that, we have submitted to the Congress the
Chief’s report for additional ecosystem restoration for the barrier
islands and others along the coast of Mississippi. It was the first
Chief’s report that we actually submitted to the Congress earlier
this year, and I think that included 12 additional projects on the
coast, including the barrier island restoration.

Senator COCHRAN. General Van Antwerp, do you have informa-
tion you can provide us?

General VAN ANTWERP. I think that information covers it, but
your other question about getting the permits required—we’re com-
mitted to getting the permits as quickly as we can in some of the
areas like the Gulfport Harbor expansion. We are probably going
to need an EIS there because of its large amount of fill and other
things. Generally, an EIS takes 18 to 24 months. We’re looking at
all of those aspects to try and expedite the permit process.

Senator COCHRAN. Well, our Governor, Haley Barbour, is work-
ing very hard in his capacity as Governor of the State of Mis-
sissippi to help contribute to expediting these projects. And so,
what I'm hopeful is that if you run into any delays that can be
dealt with either by legislation or by accelerating appropriations di-
rected toward some of these projects, you will please let us know.
I'd like for you to look at the budget request you've submitted and
find some areas where we can provide funding that will help
achieve these goals of better and higher levels of protection and
job-creating activities where the projects have been approved, Con-
gress has approved them, directed that they be done, funding has
been appropriated, but nothing is happening. So, we hope we can
change that and we will have your cooperation in doing it.

Ms. DARcY. Yes, Senator. I had the opportunity to tour the coast
of Mississippi with the Governor several months ago, and he was
adamant about not only expediting permits but, I think, to quote
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the Governor, about the expansion of Gulfport Harbor, he was “as
sgrious as a heart attack” about that project. So, we're well aware
of it.

Senator COCHRAN. Well, with the Panama Canal expansion, the
opening of the new parts of that, we’re going to see a lot more traf-
fic coming into the Gulf of Mexico, bigger ships. We're going to
have to accommodate those ships at gulf coast ports. And the port
at Gulfport is ideally suited geographically. The public supports the
expansion. You're not going to have people out there lying down in
front of the workers when they start to work. People are going to
be cheering and applauding because they know it’s a good idea eco-
nomically, and in terms of environmental concerns, it has already
b}?en cleared. Thank you for whatever you can do to help expedite
that.

Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Senator TESTER. Thank you, Senator Cochran.

Senator Johnson.

BUDGET POLICY OF THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

Senator JOHNSON. I want to thank the panel for appearing before
this hearing. It is nice to see you again, Commissioner Connor. And
I hope that you are enjoying sitting on your side of the desk after
all the years you’ve spent in the U.S. Senate. I also want to com-
mend the Bureau on using the Recovery Act funds to speed up the
completion of key projects on water systems in the Great Plains
and South Dakota.

Commissioner Connor, it is my understanding that the Bureau’s
first priority in funding rural water projects is a required O&M
component, and then for construction, the priority is on projects
nearest to completion and projects serving Indian tribes. That stat-
ed policy doesn’t seem to align with the actual budget. I'm pro-
foundly disappointed, in fact angry, at the Bureau’s budget for
South Dakota projects in particular.

What the Bureau proposed was a budget that did not fund drink-
ing water projects with a tribal component, such as Mni Wiconi, at
their full capability, and then provided what appears to be a fig
leaf of money for projects without a tribal component, such as
Lewis & Clark. Can you explain to me what appears to be an abso-
lute disconnect between the Bureau’s budget policy and the actual
funding requests?

Commissioner CONNOR. Senator Johnson, there is some consist-
ency with the priorities, given the fact that Garrison and Mni
Wiconi did receive the most resources in the budget request, based
on both their tribal components and where they are in the con-
struction phase, being two of our most advanced projects.

With respect to the other projects, we are within the resources
we have, once again, which do not reflect capability, as you noted.
We are trying to maintain some activity on those projects to allow
there to continue to be planning activity and for there to continue
to be some level of maintenance of the facilities that have been con-
structed. We did, as threshold matter, take into account O&M as
the priority. So, we have $15 million of the $62 million that’s been
identified in the budget is for O&M. I think it amounts to $5 mil-
lion for Garrison and $10 million Mni Wiconi. And those are, quite



192

frankly, eating up an increasing part of the overall budget that we
can make available within the resources we have right now.

So, I think the answer to your question is we are trying to allo-
cate those resources on a proportionate basis, based on those prior-
ities, those are the overall amounts that we have. I certainly un-
derstand it doesn’t keep up with the construction schedules that
could be attended to if there were available resources, and we're
trying to do our best to keep the projects in some level of activity
as we move forward.

Senator JOHNSON. I would remind you that the State and local
share has been completely exhausted, and all that’s left is the Fed-
eral share.

I know that the State of California has required quite a bit of
your time and energy over the past several months. Speaking for
members of the Great Plains region, I'd like to extend an invitation
to you to travel to South Dakota to see for yourself the progress
being made in completing these important rural water projects
serving hundreds of thousands in South Dakota.

NORTHERN PLAINS FLOODING

General Van Antwerp, the Northern Plains region are under the
threat of significant overland and river flooding this spring as a
combination of very wet snow pack and saturated grounds from a
rainy, wet fall. Can you please describe in detail what actions the
Corps of Engineers are taking now to prepare for a possible severe
flooding?

General VAN ANTWERP. Thank you, Senator. We're taking a lot
of action right now. To outline a few of the things—first of all,
we’'ve gotten with NOAA and we have the projections, as best as
they can determine right now, and that gives us the early warning.
We know that there is going to be significant flooding. We’ve start-
ed with our community involvement. It’s actually been going on for
quite some time, with the State and Federal agencies. We’ve looked
at the request for advance measures and have received a lot of
those where we've looked at our inventories of things such as sand
bags for example, and things that would be part of those advance
measures. We have the resources we feel necessary to fight these
floods. We actually have people out on the levees today with the
local folks.

One of the other things we do is we lower the water levels at our
reservoirs. We're doing that right now in anticipation so that we
can be as ready as we can. We had a meeting yesterday with all
of our Commanders associated with this and our security chiefs
that have to do with the flood fighting just to make sure those per-
sonnel resources can be made available and are available when this
happens.

We also have another event pending in the Pennsylvania area,
in which our Pittsburgh District handles. We're going to be all
across the country, maybe as early as this weekend.

Senator JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator TESTER. Senator Bond.

Senator BOND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Senator
Bennett, for holding the meeting, my apologies for arriving late.
Senator Murray and I have the responsibility to try to straighten
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out HUD with Secretary Donovan. She is questioning him at length
and will be here, and I'm going back. Anybody wants to go take a
few shots in the interim, please do so.

But, Lieutenant General Van Antwerp and Madam Assistant
Secretary thank you very much for your testimony.

Jo-Ellen, we welcome you back to the Senate. I hope I won’t get
you in trouble with the administration to say that we all were glad
to have a long-time friend from the legislative side on the other
side of this debate. So, I hope it doesn’t mess you up.

But as you all know well, there’s one issue that’s near and dear
to the hearts of several of us. Senator Dorgan and I are both very
interested in the regulation of the Missouri River. Now that Sen-
ator Dorgan and I have full lakes and a full navigation season, our
work is complete, so we both are able to retire from the Senate in
2011. I know how much you will miss us both and all our helpful
]co(funsel, but with us gone now the entire burden lies on you, don’t

ow it.

We finally got the lakes and the rivers full, and it’s up to you
to keep it going.

INLAND WATERWAY MANAGEMENT

But on waterways in general, we have some very difficult eco-
nomic times, and we’re all looking for stimulus. There’s a lot of
money being spent. I hope that you two are being strong advocates
within the administration for budget priorities. And there are
budget priorities that are very important.

We have immense capacity on our rivers for shipping. It’s effi-
cient. It takes far less energy, releases far less pollution, and it’s
a big answer to long-term congestion problems. This is a win-win
opportunity. We have projects in the backlog that are shovel-ready,
and I hope you're looking at these and fighting for them. They need
to be—they need to be included in the budget and the plans. A big
priority for a lot of us in the Midwest is modernizing the Social Se-
curity-age locks on the Mississippi River. If you are for increased
trade, commercial growth, and job creation, all of which we des-
perately need right now, you cannot get there without supporting
the basic transportation and infrastructure, like the much-needed
new locks and dams on the Mississippi.

As we look 50 years into the future, we have to ask ourselves a
fundamental question: Should we continue to be stuck with a sys-
tem that was designed in a transportation straightjacket for 1950
rather than 20507 It was designed when we still had paddle wheel
boats, and we are strangled. I've visited those locks. I've seen the
double locking they have to go through. And we know that if one
of those locks—they don’t just leak right now; sheets of water come
down when the water is low. If one of those locks on the lower Mis-
sissippi—one of the lower ones goes out our trade is going to be
crippled.

You remember what happened—well, those of us in agriculture
territory know what happened when Hurricane Katrina blocked
the mouth of the Mississippi River. I mean, it was a—it was a huge
shock to the entire economy of rural Midwest. That’s where I live.
That’s where my people live. And I was very troubled and dis-
appointed that while funds for river modernization are authorized,
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there’s no money for those projects in the budget. The oversight is
disappointing since the locks are our Nation’s most important in-
land waterways and the projects are ready to go. I'm stumped by
the budget oversight. Since the President has been on his—you
may remember he was a lead partner with me in authorizing the
project, and the future is now in his hands. Get the word to the
Budget Office.

I see this as a most promising opportunity to get something big
and important underway. It is good for jobs. It is good for reducing
energy dependence, and it is the best thing we can do in transpor-
tation right away for lessening pollution. This project would involve
48 million man-hours, creating much needed jobs. And our friends
in labor, throughout the Midwest, are crying for this job stimulus,
which is good for the economy, good for the environment. It will
put—it will help people in the Heartland grow, mine, manufacture
things, and be more competitive.

Additionally, river modernization has broad ecosystem restora-
tion components, and while that doesn’t create as many jobs as we
would see on the commercial side, it would help broaden the sup-
port for pressing forward with a meaningful project with bipartisan
support. And, as I said, the President when he was in the Senate
was a vigorous supporter of this, and we need OMB to get the joe.

Now, I guess I'm going to be sending a letter to the administra-
tion, but, General, let me ask you, are you working on these oppor-
tunities? Are you looking for similar opportunities where the Corps
can work with stakeholders, work on American job creation, and
work to get the necessary financing behind the projects that I think
anybody who has paid any attention to it knows we badly need?
What’s happening? Where are you going? When are we going to see
some budget recommendations?

General VAN ANTWERP. Thank you, Senator. There are a lot of
questions in there. I'll try and give it my best shot. I was——

Senator BOND. How are we going to get—we need money in the
budget.

General VAN ANTWERP. Right.

Senator BOND. That’s the question.

General VAN ANTWERP. That’s the bottom line.

Senator BOND. What are you doing to get it there?

General VAN ANTWERP. I guess the first thing is to really know
what we have and what condition they’re in, and we do know that
now.

Senator BOND. Yes.

General VAN ANTWERP. So, we can prioritize those things. You
know we had some lock chamber problems this year, and what we
don’t want is unscheduled outages because that’s what backs up
the industry. We do know what we have, and we've taken these
dollars in this budget and, as best we can, prioritized for those that
are most crucial, have the largest impact, and have the most—I
guess the most opportunity for failure. So, that’s how we’ve budg-
eted right now.

Senator BOND. But you know there—the needs are far greater
than the dollars in the budget.

General VAN ANTWERP. The needs are far greater than the dol-
lars we have——
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Senator BOND. Far greater.

General VAN ANTWERP [continuing]. To put against them. Yes.

Senator BOND. What can you do to help get the dollars there?

General VAN ANTWERP. Well, I think that the first step really is
what we’ve done, and that is to let the need be known with the pri-
orities, so that we know that with whatever dollars we have, we're
able to do the best we can. We have some American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act dollars in the O&M account, about $2 billion in
the civil works arena. That helped a lot, but the backlog is great.
The American Society of Civil Engineers says the infrastructure
backlog in the country is $2.2 trillion. That is what we're up
against, and we have a part of that, as you said. It’s Social Security
age. I like the way you stated that. That’s the age of our lock sys-
tem.

Senator BoND. Unfortunately, when we talk about Social Secu-
rity age, I'm at the age where “don’t ask, don’t tell” refers to the
year I was born in so, I know something. The locks are older than
I am which should be shocking.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to—I'm going to have to go back to
the hearing, but I know that Senator Murray obviously has quite
a few things she’d like to ask. But I'll leave you with good wishes
and the profound hope that we can work together and make sure
we get the money in the budget for what is a tremendous oppor-
tunity that we’re missing now.

Senator TESTER. Thank you, Senator Bond. And tell Senator
Murray that, when she gets here, we'll be open for business, but
tell her to move quickly.

Senator BoND. I'll do that.

Senator TESTER. Thank you.

LEVEE CERTIFICATION

This is a question for Secretary Darcy and General Van Antwerp,
and it deals with a singular town, but by Senator Landrieu’s ques-
tions, it’s more broad-spread than that, and I think you know that.

Right now, the city of Great Falls is having—Great Falls, Mon-
tana, is having a serious problem getting their levees certified for
inclusion on the FEMA flood maps. Last July, FEMA let Great
Falls know that their levees would need to be certified. When
Great Falls went to the Army Corps for help, it turns out that
those policies changed the January before to say that no Federal
funds could be used on levee certification unless it was in an active
Army Corps area project. That left not only Great Falls but a lot
of folks scrambling to find out how they could come up with an en-
gineering firm that was qualified to do the work and, second and
even more challenging, a way to pay for it. Because all the commu-
nities in Montana are rural, you do not have the population to be
able to spread out those costs.

I was just wondering why that change was made, why the Army
Corps made the change to not do any more certification, and what
are they doing to help small communities with levee certification.

Ms. DARcY. Senator, the decision was made to change the policy
because of resource limitations to certify the levees. We, at the mo-
ment, are trying to work with the locals in order to provide some
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sort of way to help them with their inspections, but at this time,
we don’t have a budgeted resource for that service.

Senator TESTER. Okay. So, ultimately—I mean, Senator Landrieu
asked a question of how much it was going to cost. We've heard
anywhere from, well, around $30,000 a mile. The folks in Great
Falls that I talked to said it was going to be more than that. How
are we going to solve this problem? Because the fact is, if we don’t
get the levee certified, if they don’t have the means to do it, and
the flood insurance goes up, houses don’t get sold—it further de-
presses an already depressed economy. How are we going to fix it?

Ms. DARcY. Senator, I think one of the things we can look at
doing is working with FEMA. I think one of the challenges that
many of the local sponsors are finding is one of time, that there’s
a 2-year window here in order to get your levee certified before the
increased flood insurance rates would kick in, and in many in-
stances, it may just be a matter of time in order to get the re-
sources and get the levee in shape to get certified.

I think if we can work with FEMA in order to look at some kind
of—I'm not sure what the end result would be, but I think we need
to look at that because there are lots of people, not only in Mon-
tana, but around the country who are faced with the same chal-
lenge. And it’s not that they were bad actors; it’s just there’s not
the time nor the resources to do whatever is needed to bring the
levee up to certification.

But your point about is there a firm in their geographic area or
nearby who has the capability and

Senator TESTER. Right.

Ms. DARCY [continuing]. And the wherewithal to provide that
certification.

Senator TESTER. And it’s not only time; it’s liability, too, because
during that 2-year period, the liability shifts to local cities, towns,
counties. Is there anything that can be done about that?

Ms. DARrcy. That, again—I think we have to address it. I can’t
tell you right now what that would be.

Senator TESTER. Okay.

General VAN ANTWERP. Senator, if I might add, one thing we’re
doing right now is we're trying to get the databases for inspections
that have been done so that it can cut down on the cost of certifi-
cation. There are a lot of A-E firms out there that will do the cer-
tification today, but, as you suggested, it’s the cost. And it can
range from between $150,000 to $1 million depending on——

Senator TESTER. How big the levee is?

General VAN ANTWERP [continuing]. The levee.

Senator TESTER. Yes and the other issue is bonding, because of
the liability issue.

General VAN ANTWERP. Right, your liability associated with that.

Senator TESTER. Yes. Along those lines, you are performing—the
Army Corps is performing some work on those levees. Is it your
opinion that work will be able to be used in the recertification
project to help drive costs down, even if the recertification is done
by a private engineering firm?

General VAN ANTWERP. We basically have four types of levees.
We have levees that are Corps-built, Fed-built, and Fed-operated
O&M.
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Senator TESTER. Yes.

General VAN ANTWERP. Then we have the Fed-built, but locally
maintained.

Senator TESTER. Right.

General VAN ANTWERP. And then we have some that are in a cat-
egory that we flood-fight, and then we have the others. And the
others are about 100,000 miles worth.

Senator TESTER. That’s fine.

General VAN ANTWERP. So

Senator TESTER. The question is, is where you are already doing
certification work, is it possible to use that certification work to
help keep costs down by a private firm that’s doing certification
work? And——

General VAN ANTWERP. We're working——

Senator TESTER [continuing]. Is that being done now, because
there’s a lot of work that has to be done.

General VAN ANTWERP. Where were doing certification work
right now is in the area where it’s Fed-owned and Fed-maintained,
and so that’s the limit of what our resources allows us to do. So,
that other area, other than giving them all the data we have for
those other types of levees, that’s been our contribution to try and
help them cut costs.

Senator TESTER. Okay. And just to confirm, I heard you, Sec-
retary Darcy, say that you were going to—because this is my next
question. I think you may have already answered it. That the
Army Corps was going to work with FEMA to help with local com-
munities with the flood issue. Because it’s—I mean, we’ve got them
across the board. I mean, town that have—Malta, Glasgow, Chi-
nook, Saco. I mean, some of these are really small towns. There
has to be a solution for this; otherwise, we’re in big trouble.

Ms. DARcY. I think that we will need to work with FEMA in
order to help to address that concern because, as you noticed and
as you have stated, it’s nationwide.

Senator TESTER. Okay. Thank you. I'm going to kick it over to
Senator Murray, and then I've got some questions for the Corps
after Senator Bennett gets done.

Senator BENNETT. I'm waiting to hear what Senator Murray has
to say following on Senator Bond. So

Senator MURRAY. I will just send him back to Transportation, so.

Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I really appreciate
your having this hearing. I know the Corps is facing some tough
budget times ahead, and I appreciate the work all of you do out on
the ground.

HOWARD HANSON DAM

General, I wanted to talk to you because, as you know, Howard
Hanson Dam in my home State of Washington, has a significant
seepage problem that is putting all of our downstream communities
at serious risk of very, very dangerous flooding, and I really want
to thank you and Assistant Secretary Darcy for coming out, visiting
the dam and seeing first-hand how important this is to all the peo-
ple in the Green River Valley below it. And I see that General
Grisoli and General McMahon are in the audience as well. They
came and talked with all of us last week. I know they are up to
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date on this. And I appreciate the tremendous amount of work on
this.

I know that the Corps is currently working on a study now to
determine what needs to be done at Howard Hanson Dam, and as
you know, this study needs to be completed by a certain point, by
June of this year, in order to be considered for the fiscal year 2012
construction funding. I sent a letter to you all back in February
urging you to move quickly on the study so that we will know what
we need to do to protect our Green River Valley communities, and
I can’t stress enough how important it is that the Corps get that
done.

So, my question to you this morning, General, is what assurances
can you give me that this study will in fact be ready by June of
this year?

General VAN ANTWERP. Thank you, Senator, for the question. I'm
getting the latest and greatest information right now.

Senator MURRAY. I can see that.

General VAN ANTWERP. The study will be at the point that we
will have alternatives identified so that we can begin the process
of the design.

Senator MURRAY. By June of this year?

General VAN ANTWERP. Yes, ma’am.

Senator MURRAY. Okay. I really appreciate that. And, Secretary
Darcy, thank you so much for your work and working with us a
lot on the advance measures for Howard Hanson and, again, for
coming out. I want to continue working with you to find ways, as
we move forward on this, to make sure everybody is as safe as pos-
sible.

COLUMBIA RIVER

But I do want to ask you this morning about another critical
issue to my State. I worked very hard and was able to include
$26.6 million in the Recovery Act for the Army Corps to complete
the Columbia River Channel Deepening Project in Washington
State. It was a big victory for the region. That deeper channel is
so important to us to accommodate larger ships, to help the econ-
omy in the region, and to support 40,000 jobs that depend on that
maritime commerce. That project, right now, creating jobs is people
at work. I was there a few weeks ago. It is really laying the founda-
tion for long-term economic growth, and that’s why I thought it
was such an important use of recovery funding.

But I am concerned still that all of that work that we’ve done
and all the time we put into that will be for nothing if the Colum-
bia River jetties fall into disrepair. Those jetties are so important
to our shipping industry. That supports billions of dollars in eco-
nomic activity throughout the region. Those jetties actually protect
the mouth of the Columbia River from all the ocean waves as well
as a lot of beach sand that clogs that shipping channel. And their
continued effectiveness is absolutely essential to this region and to
our economic health.

So, I was really happy that the Corps did put forward a plan to
bolster those jetties, and I'm committed to working with you to
make sure that you have the resources you need to get that done.
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But my question this morning is, directly to you, will you con-
tinue to work with me and our local communities to make sure
that we move forward in a timely fashion on those critical jetties’
repair?

Ms. DARCY. Yes, we will, Senator.

Senator MURRAY. And you’ll continue to prioritize that issue,
plalrll? budgets to make sure we have the necessary funds for it as
well?

ODESSA SUBAREA SPECIAL STUDY

Ms. DaRrcy. We will strongly consider it always.

Senator MURRAY. Okay. Thank you very much. I appreciate it.

And, finally, Commissioner Connor, while you're here, I wanted
to ask you—I'm really disappointed that the President’s budget
doesn’t include funding for our Odessa Subarea Special Study. You
know the Columbia Basin Project is a critical tool for our farmers
in my home State of Washington and neighboring States. It secures
a reliable surface water supply for the producers. That’s very im-
portant to making sure that the continuation of agriculture in cen-
tral Washington and to protect our ground water supply as well.
Can you tell me this morning how the Bureau is progressing with
the funding Congress has provided? And are you still on track for
completion in 2011?

Commissioner CONNOR. At this point in time, we are making
good use of the resources that Congress has provided and that you
specifically were able to get for us with respect to the study activ-
ity. So, we are on track right now with the environmental impact
study to get a draft out this spring 2011. Hopefully, we will not
have a whole range of issues, and the game plan is then to be able
to finalize that document in the spring of 2011. So, we still are on
track at this point in time with the funding provided by this sub-
committee, plus the State funding. I think we’ve got enough. We
f\ivilldkeep your office posted if we think we’re going to run short of
unds.

Senator MURRAY. Okay. Please stay in very close touch with us.
This is very important for that region of our State—actually, for
our entire economic region there. So, I appreciate it very much, and
we want to continue to work with you on that.

Commissioner CONNOR. Absolutely.

Senator MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, thank you for letting me jump
in, I appreciate it.

Senator TESTER. Absolutely. I thank you, Senator Murray.

A couple questions more for the Corps, and then we’ll go over to
the Bureau of Reclamation.

CERTIFICATION COSTS

The Omaha folks from the Army Corps were in my office 10 days
ago, and we talked about the certification issue. One of the things
that they brought up that I didn’t follow up with them, so I will
with you, is could the Corps do certification? They’ve said it would
cost a lot more for the Corps to do the certification than it would
for a private engineering firm to do it. Is that correct, and if it is
correct, why?

Ms. DARcY. I don’t know if that’s correct.
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Senator TESTER. Okay. That’s all—that’s good enough.

Ms. DARcY. I couldn’t tell you which was more costly.

Senator TESTER. Okay. That’s cool. Since we've got the Corps and
the Bureau of Reclamation here today, it is good to have you all
here. And, by the way, from the lines of questioning, you've got a
very difficult job, and I appreciate the work you do. Everybody’s got
their priorities, and it seems like some of them are at loggerheads
with one another.

ST. MARY’S REHABILITATION PROJECT

But I want to ask you about a project in Montana we’ve talked
about. The chairman of this subcommittee has helped with it a lot.
The St. Mary’s Rehabilitation Project. That project is probably
nearly as old as Senator Bond’s dad.

Last time I went out there, there were chunks of concrete falling
off the dam. The Bureau of Reclamation has been getting appro-
priations for the studies to rehabilitate the project. In the last
water bill, the Army Corps was authorized to do the project on a
cost-share. Since you’re both here, my question is, which one is
going to take the lead?

Ms. DARcyY. Did you see us looking at each other?

Senator TESTER. You can arm-wrestle in the middle, if you'd like.

Commissioner CONNOR. He who speaks first—is that the——

Ms. DarcY. The WRDA authorization of 2007 did give authority
to the Corps and at that cost-share; however, it is not budgeted for
in the Corps budget. And I think that the Bureau has $3 million—
is that right—for this year? I'm not

Senator TESTER. So that indicates that the Bureau will be taking
the lead.

Commissioner CONNOR. At this point in time, we have some re-
sources.

Senator TESTER. Okay.

Commissioner CONNOR. We see a process to start dealing with
the diversion dam issues with ESA; we can also look at rehabilita-
tion. So, that’s what’s happening in 2010.

RURAL WATER PROJECT BACKLOG

Senator TESTER. Super. Commissioner Connor, you testified, I
think last—it was last fall now that you have about $2 billion in
authorized rural water projects as a backlog. What are we going to
do about it? Do you guys have a—do you have a plan for that to
get them addressed? And the reason I bring it up is because—the
comments I made in my opening statement. A project that I started
working on 12 years ago that was $100 million is—two of them.
They were each $100 million projects. Now they’re each $300 mil-
lion projects. The money that’s been appropriated over the—well,
the money that’s been appropriated, with the exception of the Re-
covery Act dollars, hasn’t even kept up with inflation. And I'm sure
they’re all in that same boat if they’re backlogged in. What do you
have—I mean, what—what’s your vision?

Commissioner CONNOR. Well, the vision right now is one that’s
an incomplete picture, quite frankly. Through the last 2 years with
the increases in our budget that have been provided by Congress,
plus the priority placed on rural water through the Recovery Act,
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we've been fortunate to be able to invest something to the tune of
$460 million in these rural water projects. That still leaves a $1.2
billion backlog in authorized projects, and if you add in the pipeline
projects we’re doing associated with Indian Water Rights Settle-
ments, we are at the $2 billion figure.

Senator TESTER. Correct.

Commissioner CONNOR. So, we’ve got a good work plan for 2010,
even through 2011, since there’s a large amount of construction ac-
tivity. But then we’re in a situation where there’s a big gap in how
we’re going to fund. With respect to some of the Indian Water
Rights Settlement programs, we've got some help on the way in
2020 through some direct expenditures that are available through
the Reclamation Fund, and that was part of Public Law 111-11.

But right now, we are looking at a situation where, you know,
the facts tell the story. We are at $62 million per year, given the
construction schedules and the need versus that $1.2 billion, we
are not keeping up with inflation dollars at this point in time, and
we are looking at Government-wide flat budgets for the next few
years. So, we will continue to try and prioritize the projects, get
done what we can as we’ve done with prioritizing Garrison and
Mni Wiconi this year. We may look at reallocating some funds, not
much, but we are in the process of finalizing how we’re going to
reallocate Recovery Act funds to make sure we can meet the statu-
tory deadlines. But I can’t sit here and tell you I have a game plan
that’s going to solve that issue right now, in the coming years.

FORT PECK

Senator TESTER. All right. All right, last question—it actually
goes off of Senator Bond’s question. I wasn’t going to ask this, but
T've got to. We've got a little lake in Montana called Fort Peck, and
a few years ago, when you flew over Fort Peck, it didn’t look like
a lake anymore; it just looked like a river because it was pretty
well depleted. It has not—I don’t think it’s close to full pool at this
point in time. I think it’s got a long ways to go to get to that point.
But it is better than it was a few years ago.

The question I had, since you—the Army Corps is responsible for
that, is there enough water to take advantage of the recreational
opportunities in a place like Fort Peck, that’s critically important
to their economy, and take care of our shipping needs downstream?
Or is that—must that be prioritized? And what’s the Army Corps’s
priority? Is it for the shipping or is it for recreation, as we move
forward?

Ms. DARcY. Senator, I think, with regards to Fort Peck, the re-
leases from Fort Peck into the Missouri River are, many of them,
dictated by some endangered species that are downstream, as op-
posed to the shipping interests. I think we currently need to sus-
tain the population of the pallid sturgeon and the least tern——

Commissioner CONNOR. And

Ms. DARCY [continuing]. On the Missouri, in that stretch of the
river between Fort Peck and the Missouri. That is what is helping
to dictate the operation manual for Fort Peck.

Senator TESTER. So, it isn’t dictated off of shipping?

Ms. DARcY. It’s dictated off of the authorized use of Fort Peck,
of the Fort Peck Dam that was built there.
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Senator TESTER. Okay. Let me back up a little bit. Is release
based off of endangered species or is it—is it based off of shipping
needs downstream?

Ms. DARcY. It’s based off of the authorized purpose of the Fort
Peck Dam.

Senator TESTER. Which is?

Ms. DARCY. Which is—I believe it is recreation and——

Senator TESTER. Okay.

Ms. DARcY. It is multi-purpose.

Senator TESTER. Just—yes.

Ms. DARcY. I know its recreation.

Senator TESTER. Yes.

Ms. DArcy. But I know—but I know part of what is determining
the operation—when the master manual was redone

Senator TESTER. Yes.

Ms. DARCY [continuing]. In the late 1990s.

Senator TESTER. Yes.

Ms. DARcY. Consideration had to be made for the endangered
species downstream.

Senator TESTER. Okay. We'll continue the dialogue as we move
forward because, as we talk about flooding downstream in the Mis-
souri River, I don’t think it’s going to come out of the mountains
of Montana. We're at about 60 percent of normal in snow pack. And
so, that’s going to put the water level at Fort Peck becoming a big
issue again, as it always is.

I want to thank you all for being—Senator Bennett, did you have
anything?

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

At this time I would ask the subcommittee members to please
submit any questions they have for the record.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Departments for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO HON. JO-ELLEN DARCY AND LIEUTENANT GENERAL
ROBERT L. VAN ANTWERP

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN
GENERAL BUDGET QUESTIONS

Question. The budgetary criteria used for determining the budget request is not
statutory, correct?

Ms. Darcy. Yes, that is correct.

Question. How is the criteria developed?

Ms. Darcy. The budgetary criteria were developed in response to the Government
Performance and Results Act, establishing Civil Works business lines and devel-
oping criteria to delineate performance and prioritize programs, projects, and activi-
ties for inclusion in the budget.

The four principal metrics for the Civil Works program are, in brief, Benefit-to-
Cost Ratio, (BCR), potential to contribute to human safety, potential to cost-effec-
tively restore important aquatic ecosystems, and effectiveness in reducing risk of
failure in high consequence situations. Applicable criteria are applied to each
project. Where more than one criterion applies to a project, these criteria are consid-
ered in conjunction to make a balanced decision on a project’s merits. The Corps
continues to refine the performance metrics.

Question. What happens if a project that the administration determines to be
worthwhile does not meet the established budgetary criteria?
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Ms. Darcy. All eligible projects that are consistent with administration policies
compete on a level playing field for inclusion in the budget. Projects that are consid-
ered for budgeting are consistent with the Corps’ main mission areas and the
projects’ environmental and economic performance. Projects that do not meet budg-
etary criteria are not included in the budget.

Question. Is the criteria adjusted during preparation of the budget?

General Van Antwerp. Adjustments to the criteria are occasionally made during
formulation of the President’s budget to reflect administration priorities. For exam-
ple, ongoing non-structural projects with BCRs of 1.0 or greater were considered for
funding in fiscal year 2011 because of the importance to the administration of eco-
system restoration and non-structural solutions to water resource challenges. The
BCR thresholds for inclusion in the budget also may vary over time, depending on
the funding available for the Civil Works program within the President’s overall pri-
orities.

Question. How would the budget request differ if you only used the statutory re-
quirements for considering projects?

Ms. Darcy. Statutory requirements do not provide a basis for prioritizing eligible
projects for funding. BCRs, Regardless of what criteria are used, projects still need
to be prioritized for funding, because the universe of authorized projects far exceeds
the amount of funding available.

Question. Would it be correct to say that the budgetary criteria are arbitrarily
changed from year to year to accommodate funding amounts or does the budgetary
criteria drive the funding amounts provided?

Ms. Darcy. Budgetary criteria can change periodically to reflect changing National
priorities, but that does not mean they are arbitrary. Objective performance criteria
are used to determine the high performing projects to be included in the President’s
budget. The total amount of funding available in the budget for the Civil Works pro-
gram is a function of the President’s overall policies and priorities.

Question. How do you explain the reduced request from fiscal year 2010 to fiscal
year 20117

Ms. Darcy. The fiscal year 2011 budget supports the administration’s commitment
to constrain the overall level of non-security discretionary spending. The fiscal year
2011 funding level reflects a practical, effective, and sound use of the Nation’s finan-
cial resources.

ARRA

Question. Why has the administration consistently refused to fund shore protec-
tion projects with ARRA particularly when in some cases these projects have higher
benefit to cost ratios than projects the administration has chosen to fund?

Ms. Darcy. Last Spring, the administration allocated ARRA funds to high priority
infrastructure work. At the same time, the administration engaged in a review of
executive branch policies for shore protection projects. Subsequently, shore protec-
tion projects with the highest benefit cost ratio were included in the Presidents fis-
cal year 2011 budget.

Question. What 1s the status of the obligation of the ARRA funding?

General Van Antwerp. Approximately $3.2 billion, or 70 percent of the total of
$4.6 billion, has been obligated.

Question. How much of the ARRA funds have gone to small businesses?

General Van Antwerp. To date, 73 percent of all ARRA contracts and 45 percent
of ARRA funding, or $1.3 billion, went to small businesses.

Question. How do the projected jobs to be created by ARRA compared with the
actual job creation?

General Van Antwerp. Comparisons are difficult for several reasons: Not all re-
cipients of Civil Works ARRA funds reported initially, and there was uncertainty
about how to calculate the jobs supported by ARRA funds. Also, recipients of ARRA
funds do not report jobs supported by their subcontractors, which likely is a signifi-
cant number for the construction and maintenance work the Corps has funded. I
understand that the rule of thumb used by the Council of Economic Advisers is
$92,000 per job. For $4.6 billion, this would translate into about 50,000 jobs over
the total period of spending. For the fourth quarter of fiscal year 2009, recipients
of Civil Works funds reported that Recovery Act funds were creating or retaining
jobs at an annual rate of 2,145. In the second quarter the number of jobs reported
to be created or retained was 6,047 at an annual rate.

Question. How accurate do you feel your job creation count is?

General Van Antwerp. There have been challenges with under-reporting and data
accuracy. The Corps is working closely with ARRA recipients to ensure complete job
data is provided for the recovery reporting job count. The target for the next fiscal
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quarter is 100 percent accuracy in reporting by 100 percent of the recipients re-
quired to report.

NEW ORLEANS TECHNICAL REPORT ON CATEGORY 5 PROTECTION

Question. Is the Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration technical report
complete? It is now over 2 years overdue for submission to Congress. Where is the
report now and when do you plan to submit it to Congress?

General Van Antwerp. The Corps of Engineers has completed its technical evalua-
tion and transmitted it to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works. Ad-
ditional information will be provided to the Assistant Secretary’s office as soon as
possible, to enable completion of their review.

Question. Once the State of Louisiana has provided input on its’ views regarding
the Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration Report and you provide the report
to Congress, how will you move forward on the findings of the report?

General Van Antwerp. The Corps will engage with the State to establish a cost
sharing agreement and establish priority coastal areas and risk reduction options
for further evaluation. Some of the final risk reduction options identified in the Lou-
isiana Coastal Protection and Restoration Technical Report are already being incor-
porated for further evaluation under other ongoing feasibility study efforts such as
Donaldsonville to the Gulf of Mexico and Southwest Louisiana Coastal studies.

Question. The Mississippi Coastal Improvements program report, started at the
same time as the Louisiana report, recommended near term and long term solu-
tions—some of which have already been funded. In the drafts of the Louisiana re-
port, there seems to be more of a focus on providing options without providing rec-
ommendations. If you as our experts cannot make recommendations to improve hur-
ricane and storm damage protection along the Louisiana coast, who should be mak-
ing those recommendations?

General Van Antwerp. The findings of the Louisiana Coastal Protection and Res-
toration technical analysis identified multiple effective approaches for greater reduc-
tion of risk in any specific area of coastal Louisiana. However these approaches
produce varying levels of risk reduction in exchange for varying and significant ex-
changes, or tradeoffs, of impacts to the public directly, social and economic viability,
and the environment, in addition to a range of significant fiscal investment at the
Federal and State level. As a result it is viewed as critical that the final rec-
ommendations involve an interactive consideration of the risk tradeoff values of the
affected communities and region and not be solely a function of technical evaluation
by the Corps.

LOUISIANA HURRICANE PROTECTION SYSTEM

Quesgion. What is the status of the repairs to the existing hurricane protection
system?

General Van Antwerp. By June 2006, the Corps had repaired and restored 220
miles of the system to the pre-Katrina level of protection. The Corps also con-
structed 5 new safe rooms so pump station operators can safely operate during
storm events; added storm proofing features to pump stations in Jefferson Parish
for more than $28 million; completed 47 pump station repairs in Jefferson, Orleans
and St. Bernard parishes for a total of more than $56 million; and awarded con-
tracts for 16 pump station repairs in Plaquemines Parish for more than $19 mil-
lion—all completed with the exception of the Elaine Pump Station which is sched-
uled for completion in November 2010. The safe rooms and pump station repairs
were all 100 percent Federal funded.

Question. What is the status of the improvements to the existing system funded
by Congress?

General Van Antwerp. The Corps has made significant progress on the Hurricane
Storm Damage Risk Reduction System (HSDRRS) in the last 4%2 years. More than
240 construction contracts have been awarded. To date, $7.4 billion (or 51 percent)
of the almost $15 billion program for the HSDRRS Program has been obligated, in-
cluding almost $2 billion worth of direct contracts to small business firms.

The system is now stronger and more resilient than at any time in history. Execu-
tion of the HSDRRS is more than one-third complete. The Inner Harbor Navigation
Canal Surge Barrier at Lake Borgne is over 50 percent complete. The West Closure
Complex, another major navigable surge barrier and pump station that will reduce
storm surge risk for the West Bank, is 20 percent complete. Floodwall and levee
projects in New Orleans Metro area are 90 percent complete.

Question. Will the system be functional by June 2011 as promised in the previous
administration?
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General Van Antwerp. We remain confident in our ability to deliver the 100-year
system on schedule and within budget. I would note that the Corps shares respon-
sibilities with local sponsors and other partners who must provide real estate inter-
ests, borrow areas, relocations and other technical matters, to deliver the HSDRRS
program to the public within the cost and schedule commitment. The support and
contributions of partners and stakeholders are essential to execute this immense
and complex program.

The HSDRRS is a top priority of the Corps of Engineers; the Corps is using the
overall resources of the entire Mississippi Valley Division and other Corps expertise
from across the Nation to keep the program on schedule and deliver on the commit-
ment to having the physical features in place to provide 100-year level of risk reduc-
tion by hurricane season 2011.

Question. What do you see as the current weak link in the system?

General Van Antwerp. The Corps of Engineers undertook an exhaustive scientific
analysis to determine the physical features and design elevations necessary to de-
liver a uniform system of storm surge risk reduction for the Lake Pontchartrain and
Vicinity and West Bank and Vicinity projects. Upon completion of physical features
of the system in 2011, the project will deliver a uniformly robust and resilient sys-
tem, built to provide a 100-year level of risk reduction.

Question. There has been considerable discussion over the replacement of the tem-
porary pump stations constructed on the three main outfall drainage canals after
Katrina. The city wanted the replacement stations to also replace the existing pump
stations on the canals so that water would only have to be pumped once. Congress
rejected this proposal in the fiscal year 2010 E&W Act. Am I correct that this would
not improve hurricane surge protection or storm damage reduction?

General Van Antwerp. That is correct. The city’s preferred plan, Option 2 or 2a,
provides no greater level of storm surge protection than Option 1, the current plan
to replace the temporary pump stations with permanent, robust structures.

Question. What would the plan that the city desires do exactly? Do any additional
benefits accrue to the Federal Government or are they all local benefits?

General Van Antwerp. Option 2 significantly modifies the city’s interior drainage
by deepening and lining the outfall canals to accommodate gravity flow of interior
rain water to Lake Pontchartrain, eliminating the need for pump stations at the in-
terior of the canals. The estimated cost (pre-feasibility level of design) is $3.4 billion.

Option 2a adds a plan to intercept and divert Jefferson Parish (Hoey’s Basin) rain
water from the 17th Street canal to the Mississippi River. The estimated cost (pre-
feasibility level of design) is $3.5 billion.

Options 2 and 2a provide no greater level of storm surge risk reduction than Op-
tion 1, the planned permanent canal closures and pumps. Option 2 is a complex con-
struction project that would take several years to construct, at considerable impact
and disruption to the surrounding communities.

No additional benefits accrue to the Federal Government.

nggtion. Will the system work as the Corps has currently proposed? Has it been
tested?

General Van Antwerp. The proposed plan to build permanent closures and pump
stations at the mouths of the three outfall canals will replace the temporary fea-
tures in place today. These temporary features performed exactly as planned during
the coordinated pumping operations with the Sewerage and Water Board during
Hurricanes Gustav and Ike. The Corps exercises these pumps frequently during reg-
ular operations and maintenance as well as emergency operation exercises con-
ducted with our partners at the Sewerage and Water Board.

The permanent pump stations will have the capacity to handle the current and
planned future capacity of the S&WB.

Question. I understand that the Corps has agreed to modify, at Federal expense,
the permanent pump stations on the outfall canals so that the State could install
the locally preferred plan at a later date. Has the State signed the cost sharing
agre?rglent on the replacement of the temporary pumps for the three major outfall
canals?

General Van Antwerp. The Corps has committed to replacing the temporary pump
stations in a way that would facilitate later improvements to the local interior
drainage system, should they be authorized and funded or constructed by the State
in the future.

The Army plans to execute a Project Partnership Agreement (PPA) Amendment
with the State of Louisiana, Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA)
on March 12, 2010.

Question. What is considered the design life of the temporary pumps?

General Van Antwerp. The temporary pumps were designed and built in time for
the June 2006 hurricane season. They have a limited project life (5-7 years).
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Question. What does that mean? Will the pumps fail or won’t they?

General Van Antwerp. The Corps will provide the necessary maintenance of the
temporary pumps to assure their operability until they are replaced. The temporary
pumps will experience diminished reliability and increased maintenance costs the
longer they are kept in service.

Question. Does not initiating construction going to drive completion of the perma-
?erﬁ% gumps past the point of when the temporary pumps will become much less re-
iable?

General Van Antwerp. Following the scheduled execution of a Project Partnership
Agreement Amendment between the Army and the State of Louisiana on March 12,
2010, the Corps will have the ability to move forward to provide robust, sustainable
protection at the outfall canals. The Corps anticipates completion of the permanent
closure structures and pump stations by fall 2014.

Question. Isn’t the delay in initiating construction of the permanent pumps put-
icling?the citizens of New Orleans at increased risk WHEN, not if, the next hurricane

its?

General Van Antwerp. The temporary closure structures and pump stations at the
three outfall canals currently provide 100-year level of risk reduction. However, they
have a limited project life (5—7 years). The Corps will provide the necessary re-
sources to ensure their operability until the permanent closure structures and pump
stations are constructed.

NATIONAL LEVEE INVENTORY

Question. Please report on progress on the National Levee Inventory: How many
levee miles have been inventoried to date?

General Van Antwerp. (1) Civil Works Program—14,000; (2) Other Federal Pro-
grams—0; and (3) Non-Federal Programs—O0.

Question. How many miles within WRDA 2007 authorities remain to be inven-
toried?

General Van Antwerp. (1) Civil Works Program—Complete; (2) Other Federal Pro-
grams.—Number of miles unknown. Will start to identify levees in fiscal year 2010—
2011; and (3) Non-Federal Programs—Number of miles unknown. Will start to iden-
tify levees in fiscal year 2010-2011 to the extent voluntarily provided by States and
local communities.

The Corps will continue to expand the National Levee Database (NLD) to other
Federal agencies and all the States. In accordance with title IX, USACE will imple-
ment a process to collect available levee information from States and communities
for inclusion in the NLD. Additionally, the Corps will work with stakeholders to fa-
cilitate their use of the NLD for local levee safety programs.

ALLOCATIONS OF FISCAL YEAR 2011—$15 MILLION

Question. National Levee Inventory—$10 million to inventory yet to be deter-
mined levee miles.

General Van Antwerp. Activities will include: (1) work with States, other Federal
agencies, tribes, and communities on the transfer of technology and practices on
levee inventory; (2) inventory newly eligible levees within the Corps’ authority; (3)
operate and maintain the National Levee Database; and (4) prepare a report to Con-
gress on the general condition and consequences of failure of levees within the
Corps’ authorities.

The Corps is developing policy and procedures required for the implementation of
Tolerable Risk Guidelines (TRG) within its Levee Safety program. The TRG build
on the TRG policies implemented for the Corps Dam Safety Program, include stake-
holder review and feedback, and serve the purpose of providing a framework for con-
sistent, risk-informed decisionmaking on the built levee infrastructure. We antici-
pate having final policy and procedure completed within the timeframe of the com-
prehensive Levee Safety Engineering Regulation currently under development and
to be published in Jan 2012.

Question. National Committee on Levee Safety—$5 million to do what?

General Van Antwerp. The National Committee on Levee Safety (NCLS) will work
to further develop the governance structure of the Commission, a stakeholder in-
volvement plan, and a strategic plan to implement recommendations in the Report.

NCLS recommendations can be found at http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/ncls/.

Question. What is the plan for completing the National Levee Inventory to the full
extent of the WRDA 2007 authorities?

General Van Antwerp. For the inventory and inspection, the Corps is preparing
a rollout strategy for the public release of the National Levee Database. There will
be different levels of access depending on the user—Federal agency, State/local
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agencies, or general public. In the second quarter of fiscal year 2010, the Corps will
initiate a survey (the Levee Census) by questionnaire that will define unique identi-
fiers for levee segments and facilitate development of the inventory of levees by
name and location. The elements of the survey will contain requirements to deter-
mine the number of miles of levees in the national inventory and other key at-
tributes to define the scale of effort in building a comprehensive National Levee
Database. By the first quarter of fiscal year 2011, the Corps will finalize a report
summarizing the results of the questionnaire and guidance for non-Federal stake-
holders to voluntarily provide available levee information.

Once the National Committee on Levee Safety completes further development of
recommendations and the strategic plan, this requirement of title IX of WRDA 2007
will be complete in fiscal year 2011.

Question. Is additional authorization needed to expand the National Levee Inven-
tory to include all levees in the Nation?

General Van Antwerp. Currently, title IX of WRDA 2007 only provides the Corps
the authority to collect available information for levees outside the Corps’ program
only if it is voluntarily provided by State or local governmental agencies. Since levee
information in many cases is scarce or nonexistent, completing a comprehensive Na-
tional Levee Database based on available information may not be achievable. The
Corps does not have the authority to conduct a one-time inventory and inspections
of all levees in the Nation, although such an inventory and inspections could provide
the quality of data necessary in a more accurate national inventory that would in-
clude the general condition of the levees. The term “inventory” includes surveying/
geo-referencing all features of the levee to populate the database. “Inspection” in
this case would be defined as the Corps periodic inspection for levees, which is an
inspection conducted by a multi-disciplinary team that verifies proper operation and
maintenance; evaluates operational adequacy, structural stability and, safety of the
system; and compares current design and construction criteria with those in place
when the levee was built.

NORTH DAKOTA FLOODS

Question. Based on past experience with the 2008 flooding, what is the Corps
doing to prepare (advance measures) for potential flooding in North Dakota?

General Van Antwerp. While there were significant floods in the Midwest (in par-
ticular on the Cedar River in Iowa) during 2008, even more experience was gained
when a flood of record was set in Fargo, North Dakota during the spring of 2009.
The James River Basin, located in North and South Dakota, also set pools of record
in 2009 which led to many lessons learned about preparing and installing emer-
gency levees. The greatest lesson learned from the 2008 and 2009 flooding was to
engage locals, State, and congressional officials as early as possible.

Since January 2010, the Corps’ St. Paul and Omaha Districts have been engaged
with the National Weather Service (NWS) and the U.S. Geological Survey in pre-
paring for potential flooding in the Red River basin. The Corps is currently pre-
paring to activate the St. Paul District Emergency Operations Center and to deploy
its flood fighting assets for the upcoming flood fight on the Red River of the North
river basin. Contracts for emergency construction will be in place up to an entire
month prior to the potential flooding.

The Corps has been receiving requests for advanced measures projects and cur-
rently has 15 project information reports in various stages, from preparation to re-
view for construction of flood risk management features.

The Corps put flood engineers on the ground this week, meeting with local offi-
cials to determine flood fight needs. To date, the Corps has received requests for
technical and/or direct assistance from North Dakota’s Cass and Richland counties
and the cities of Fargo, Lisbon, Oxbow, Enderlin, Grafton, Harwood, North River,
Jamestown, LaMoure and Fort Ransom. Corps personnel are currently meeting with
these communities and providing technical assistance in preparing for this year’s po-
tential flood event.

Corps reservoirs in North Dakota and Western Minnesota are being drawn down
to provide the maximum flood control storage in anticipation of the high spring
snowmelt runoff. These draw downs are part of our normal operation procedures,
but are being coordinated with local agencies because they are being done in an ac-
celerated way.

Question. Does the Corps have adequate resources and funds available?

General Van Antwerp. Funding, supplies and flood fight personnel are expected
to be sufficient for a successful flood fight. The States of North Dakota and Min-
nesota have specific information on the Corps’ inventories and understand that we
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will release our equipment at their request, once local, county and State materials
have been exhausted.

Question. What is the forecast for a potential flood this year?

General Van Antwerp. According to the 2010 National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, (NOAA) National Hydrologic Assessment, there is an above average
risk of significant flooding across North Dakota this spring. The document notes
that early season heavy rain saturated soils which froze deeply before snow fell
across the northern Plains, and combined with substantial snowpack, has created
an area of above average flood risk.

The area of snow cover is more extensive than last year, creating the potential
for a more widespread flooding event. The Red River at Fargo, North Dakota is ex-
pected to exceed the major flood stage. Locations that have a greater than 90 per-
cent risk of reaching or exceeding major flood level are Fargo, Abercrombie, Lisbon,
Harwood, and West Fargo. Additional locations that have a greater than 50 percent
chance of reaching or exceeding major flood level include Wahpeton, Valley City,
Halstad, Grand Forks, Oslo, Drayton, Pembina on the Red River of the North, and
Grafton on the Park River. Deeply frozen rivers which froze at a high level in the
region have created an above average risk of ice jam flooding. The Souris Basin has
been spared significant rain so far this winter, but heavy snowfall has resulted in
a snowpack that is in many ways comparable to that of last year at this time, espe-
cially in the immediate Minot area. The areas north and west of Minot hold less
snow and water equivalent overall and continue to decrease upstream of Lake Dar-
ling.

Question. Is the ongoing Red River of the North study addressing potential future
flooding?

General Van Antwerp. Yes, the study is developing a Watershed Management
Plan which will identify possible flood storage locations, provide technical assistance
for local communities developing levee plans, and develop detailed models allowing
for easier implementation of local plans.

Question. Given the damages resulting from the 2008 floods, what other measures
should be taken to lessen impacts from future flooding?

General Van Antwerp. The June 2008 flooding of the Midwest led to a significant
amount of Federal disaster flood relief given to victims. The lesson learned for less-
ening impacts is to start the flood preparations earlier and engage officials many
months prior to the expected flood. While there are several actions that should be
taken to lessen the impacts of flooding, there is nothing that can eliminate flood risk
and impacts.

The best way to lessen the impacts of future flooding is to prevent development
in the floodplain. This allows rivers to continue their natural use of the floodplain
and ensures that stages in existing developed areas are not increased due to en-
croachment by additional development. Local governments should enact and enforce
strict floodplain development ordinances.

Buying out flood impacted properties and relocating people out of the floodplain
is another important way to prevent future damages. The Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency (FEMA) provides some funding for buyouts, but local and State
governments are also actively purchasing properties without Federal assistance.
When FEMA funds a buyout, the Agency places a deed restriction on the property
that prevents future uses of the land, including construction of flood control meas-
ures. When local funding is used, no restrictions need to be imposed, so permanent
or emergency measures can be built to protect remaining properties.

Other measures that should be considered include constructing levees, diversions,
and flood storage where such measures can be justified. Non-structural approaches
including raising existing structures above the flood level can also be effective in re-
ducing flood damage. The Corps of Engineers is considering these alternatives in
several studies, including the Fargo-Moorhead Metro feasibility study, the Fargo-
Moorhead and Upstream study, the Red River Watershed Study, and the reconnais-
sance studies for the Sheyenne River Basin and Valley City, North Dakota.

Finally, all property owners located in or near a floodplain should purchase flood
insurance through the National Flood Insurance Program. Although this will not
prevent flood damage or the personal disruption caused by flooding, it does mitigate
the financial risk to individuals.

FARGO-MOORHEAD

Question. When will the Fargo-Moorhead Metro study be completed?
General Van Antwerp. The study is currently on an aggressive schedule for a
Chief of Engineers report to be completed by December 2010.



209

Question. What is the likelihood that the Federal Government would recommend
and cost share a 35,000 cfs Minnesota diversion?

General Van Antwerp. The National Economic Development (NED) plan is still
undergoing refinement. Initial results identified it as a 20,000 cfs diversion through
Minnesota, but, there now appear to be a number of factors supporting a larger
Minnesota diversion as the NED plan. The next step is for the Corps to fully develop
the rationale for recommending a larger plan, and then submit a request for a waiv-
er of the NED plan in favor of selecting a larger plan as the Federal supported im-
provement plan to the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) for approval.

Question. Would the administration support and budget for a North Dakota diver-
sion as a locally preferred plan?

Ms. Darcy. A Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) has not been identified by the local
interests. Once an LPP is identified, it would require administration review and ap-
proval. While preliminary coordination has been initiated, administration support of
a North Dakota diversion as an LPP is subject to review of documents supporting
the plan. A locally preferred plan with the non-Federal sponsor bearing the costs
above the NED plan and a BCR above 1.0-to-1 would be consistent with long-stand-
ing policy. However, whether the project would be budgeted is a future decision, and
the project would need to compete with other worthy projects for funding in the
President’s budget.

DEVILS LAKE LEVEE RAISE

Question. What is the status of the Devils Lake embankment raise and are there
any issues that could delay construction?

General Van Antwerp. Phase 1 construction is ongoing and the Independent Ex-
ternal Peer Review for this work is scheduled for completion on March 24, 2010 so
the Notice to Proceed on the embankment work can be issued. The design is being
completed on Phase 2, although due to poor soils and additional design challenges,
the decision has been made to split the work into 2 contracts. Phase 2A is scheduled
to be advertised later this summer. The Corps is continuing to work with the city
and local residents to ensure the project is completed in a timely and safe manner,
although there are a number of challenges to be addressed. Issues that could delay
construction include: (1) acquisition of the real estate on an aggressive schedule, in-
cluding the relocation of homes and businesses; (2) completion of the environmental
review; and (3) addressing the poor soil conditions to ensure the structure can be
constructed safely while under load (holding back water).

Question. Does the project provide 100-year flood protection?

General Van Antwerp. No Sir. Previously, the Corps provided a letter to FEMA
stating that there was reasonable assurance that the embankment could contain the
1 percent event. Since then, the lake has risen such that the position taken in that
letter is no longer applicable. An updated letter is being prepared at FEMA’s re-
quest. One hundred-year protection will not be achievable until the entire alignment
is complete.

BAYOU METO, AR&LA

Question. This project was funded in fiscal year 2010 for construction. Has the
Project Partnering Agreement (PPA) been signed by the sponsor?

Ms. Darcy. No, the PPA has not been signed by the sponsor.

Question. Why did this project not receive ARRA funds?

Ms. Darcy. During initial identification of projects to receive ARRA funds in the
April 2009 timeframe this project had not received construction funds and, there-
fore, was considered to be a new project. ARRA specifically prohibits funding new
Civil Works projects with ARRA funds.

GRAND PRAIRIE, AR

Question. What is the status of the Grand Prairie project?

General Van Antwerp. Construction is continuing on the Grand Prairie project
under a PPA executed in June 2000. The project sponsor continues to provide their
share of project costs. Four items are currently ready to be advertised: (1) DeValls
Bluff, AR Pumping Station sub-structure $6.5 million Federal share; (2) DeValls
Bluff, AR Pumping Station super-structure, pending Federal funds $21.7 million; (3)
DeValls Bluff, AR Pumping Station discharge and outlet structure, pending Federal
funds $16.8 million; and (4) DeValls Bluff, AR Pumping Station electrical sub-sta-
tion, pending Federal funds $3 million.

Question. This project has work ready to be executed that meets the criteria for
ARRA funds. Why wasn’t this project funded with ARRA funds?
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Ms. Darcy. There are more projects eligible for funding than there is ARRA fund-
ing available. Therefore, this project, like many others, competed for these funds
and the determination was made that there were other more worthy projects that
provide a high return on investment in the Corps traditional mission areas of flood
damage reduction, navigation, and environmental restoration.

OZARK-JETA TAYLOR PROJECT, AR

Question. 1 note that this powerhouse rehab project is not in your budget this
year. Why?

General Van Antwerp. Ozark-Jeta Taylor, Powerhouse Rehab, AR project is not
in the budget because it did not meet the performance-based construction guidelines
used to prioritize projects in the fiscal year 2011 budget.

Question. Last fiscal year you used ARRA funds to avoid terminating the contract.
Is lack of funding in the fiscal year 2011 budget going to again force you to consider
a contract termination?

General Van Antwerp. Customer funding will be requested through the South-
western Power Administration (SWPA) to fund anticipated contractor earnings in
fiscal year 2011. If SWPA is unable to obtain Customer funding, the Corps will pro-
ceed under the provisions of the “special” continuing contract clause to terminate
the contract at the convenience of the Government. The Corps anticipates making
a decision on the way forward within the next couple of months.

Question. How much will it cost to terminate the contract versus provide funding
in fiscal year 20117

General Van Antwerp. It will cost $20 million to terminate the contract. The
Corps could use $23.5 million in fiscal year 2011 but I must add that the capability
estimate for each study or project is the Army Corps of Engineers estimate for the
most that it could obligate efficiently during the fiscal year for that study or project.
However, each capability estimate is made without reference to limitations on man-
power, equipment, and other resources across the Army Civil Works program, so the
sum of the capability estimates exceeds the amount that the Corps actually could
obligate in a single fiscal year.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD

Question. In June 2009, the administration released a Memorandum of Under-
standing (MOU) entitled “Implementmg the Interagency Action Plan on Appa-
lachian Surface Coal Mining.”

The MOU noted that “Federal agencies will work . . . to help diversify and
strengthen the Appalachian regional economy and promote the health and welfare
of Appalachian communities. This interagency effort will have a special focus on
stimulating clean enterprise and green jobs development. .

How will the Corps implement this new focus during its review and prioritization
of projects and proposed activities? For instance, how will the Corps exercise a spe-
cial focus on economic diversification and clean enterprise, during the course of con-
ducting its “public interest review” of proposed activities?

General Van Antwerp. Stimulation of clean enterprise and green jobs development
may result in increased project permit applications requiring authorization to dis-
charge fill material into waters of the United States. If these projects would result
in the construction and implementation of energy projects, they would receive high-
er priority regulatory review from the Corps over non-energy related projects. This
higher priority review for energy-related projects is based on both the Corps imple-
menting regulations for section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Executive Order
13212.

In accordance with 33 CFR 320.4(n), district engineers will give high priority to
the processing of permit actions involving energy projects. Further, under Presi-
dential Executive Order (EO) 13212, dated July 30, 2001, all Federal agencies have
been directed to expedite their review of permits for energy-related projects or take
other actions as necessary to accelerate the completion of such projects, while main-
taining safety, public health, and environmental protections.

With respect to the Corps’ public interest review, the decision whether to issue
a section 404 permit is based, in part, on an evaluation of the probable impact, in-
cluding cumulative impacts, of the proposed activity on the public interest. Decisions
reflect the national concern for both protection and utilization of important re-
sources. The benefit, which reasonably may be expected to accrue from the proposal,
must be balanced against its reasonably foreseeable detriments. All factors that may
be relevant to the proposal will be considered, including the cumulative effects
thereof, among those are: conservation, economics, aesthetics, general environ-
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mental concerns, wetlands, historic properties, fish and wildlife values, flood haz-
ards, floodplain values, land use, navigation, shoreline erosion and accretion, recre-
ation, water supply and conservation, water quality, energy needs, safety, food and
fiber production, mineral needs, considerations of property ownership and, in gen-
eral, the needs and welfare of the people. Any positive effects of a proposed project
are balanced against any foreseeable negative effects the activity would have on rel-
evant factors within the Corps’ scope of Federal control and responsibility. AA per-
mit will be issued if the project is found not to be contrary to the public interest.

Question. What new resources is the administration requesting for the Corps to
advance economic diversification in Appalachia?

General Van Antwerp. The Corps does not have a specific action in this area.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DIANNE FEINSTEIN

Question. The Army Corps of Engineers operates or has authority over a large
quantity of space behind dams for flood control purposes. California is still recov-
ering from 3 years of drought, and the water situation is likely to remain critical,
or near critical, for years to come.

To what extent can the Army Corps reoperate, or change the management, of
some of its projects to consider water supply benefits in key areas across the State,
including those on tributaries to the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, and on rivers
and streams throughout Southern California?

Will you report back on potential for water supply benefits from projects like
Whittier Narrows, Prado Dam, Hanson Dam, and Seven Oaks?

Ms. Darcy. There may be potential for additional water supply benefits from exist-
ing Corps flood control reservoirs throughout California. The Army recognizes the
balance to address flood risk management and dam safety, along with the safety of
the public and water supply demands. Currently, the Army is coordinating with co-
operators to operate the reservoirs for both flood control and future water supply
during these critical dry years. In those instances where there is potential for sig-
nificant water supply benefits, an appropriate means of addressing improved reli-
ability of water supply would be to seek reauthorization to reallocate reservoir stor-
age and add water supply as a project purpose in those cases where it is not already
an authorized project purpose.

Additionally, there are ongoing feasibility studies to assess water supply and con-
servation. For example, the Army is conducting a Reservoir Re-operation study as
part of the Central Valley Integrated Flood Risk Management Study. The Corps is
completing a water quality study and evaluation of water conservation at the Seven
Oaks Dam as part of the Santa Ana River Mainstem project. Also, issues such as
water conservation and addressing Dam Safety related to the Whittier Narrows dam
are being assessed. These studies have potential to provide water supply benefits
at existing projects.

Question. I am concerned about the Dam Safety Assurance Program. This pro-
gram is supposed to fund the most critical dam improvement projects in the Nation.
However, the President’s budget only includes $49.1 million. I understand that the
capability for the program is $70.4 million.

Why is the President’s budget not at the Corps Capability for this program? Is
Dam Safety a top priority for this administration?

Ms. Darcy. Individual dam safety, seepage and instability correction projects that
are budgeted for construction are funded at capability, and are funded in the 2011
budget to a total of $446 million. The separate line-item for planning and design
of additional such projects—the Dam Safety and Seepage/Stability Correction Pro-
gram (DSS)—is funded at $49.1 million, which will be allocated to priority dam safe-
ty studies and design. The amount was determined to be the correct amount for fis-
cal year 2011, in consideration of funding available overall for the Civil Works pro-
gram.

Question. The Corp is developing new national policies for the allowance and/or
removal of trees and other vegetation from levee projects. Meanwhile, the Corps has
participated in a collaborative effort with the State of California to develop vegeta-
tion-removal guidelines for the Central Valley. This collaborative effort holds prom-
ise for reaching a reasonable and balanced program for assuring levee integrity and,
at the same time, taking into consideration unique circumstances and resources
found in many areas in the Central Valley, and the Corps’ past involvement with
the region’s levees.

Can you assure me that your national policy will embrace and be fully compatible
with situations like those found in the Central Valley? How will the national guid-
ance accommodate the collaborative effort you've participated in for California?
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General Van Antwerp. The Army is committed to collaborating with California
and other stakeholders in flood risk management in a systematic manner. The im-
plementation of system-wide flood risk management strategies such as the one de-
veloped for the Central Valley is one of the Corps’ top priorities for water resources
actions nationwide. National policies for vegetation are incorporated into the col-
laborative solutions developed and implemented to address both national resource
and public safety goals. The California Framework Agreement will continue to be
the guiding document as the State of California continues to develop its long-term
plan to resolve vegetation issues; a plan we understand will be finalized in July
2012.

Question. The administration included two new construction starts in the Corps’
portion of the President’s fiscal year 2011 budget. How were the two “new starts”
in the President’s budget selected? What criteria were used? What did the adminis-
tration hope to demonstrate through selection of these particular projects?

Ms. Darcy. The two projects are priorities that demonstrate this administration’s
commitment to Ecosystem Restoration and non-structural solutions to water re-
source challenges.

Question. The President’s budget request reduced the enacted funding level for
the Corps by $500 million. This has been cited by some as a reason to keep new
starts to a minimum. On the other hand, it could also be argued that, in tight budg-
et times, it is even more important to make the best possible use of scarce resources,
and that some old projects should be discontinued, while newer projects that rep-
resent a better way of doing business are moved forward.

Will the administration be reviewing priorities to determine whether some
projects should be scaled back or discontinued in order to allow construction to begin
on newer and better designed projects that contribute more significantly to national
public safety and environmental goals?

Ms. Darcy. As in previous years, the administration’s budgets for the Army Corps
of Engineers will focus funding on those projects with the highest net economic and
environmental returns to the Nation, highest contributions to reducing risk to
human safety, and highest contributions to environmental restoration in order to ef-
ficiently realize the benefits of those projects. New starts are not precluded as a gen-
eral rule. The selection process focuses on the highest return studies and projects
that are the administration priorities for that particular year.

SPECIFIC CALIFORNIA PROJECTS

Question. In February, I wrote to you about the dam safety seismic remediation
project at Success Dam. I appreciate the response I received this week to that letter.
However, the lack of funding in the President’s budget for this project continues to
concern me about this project and the Army Corps of Engineers’ commitment to
dam safety in general.

Why was there not enough funding in the President’s budget to do anything on
this project in fiscal year 2011, now that real estate acquisitions and construction
are ready to move forward?

Is Success Dam no longer a safety threat?

Ms. Darcy. The Army is committed to dam safety and regards public safety as a
crucial mission and obligation to our Nation. The Corps is prioritizing dam study
and repair nationally, based on risk informed decisions to maximize benefits of our
dam safety investments. There are risks associated with Success Dam, but other
Corps projects pose greater concern at this time, based on the Corps improved un-
derstanding of structural performance and risk consequences.

Even though Success Dam is not in the highest risk class, the study is still under-
way. In 2010, past and present study methods are being analyzed to determine if
the overall project approach can be revised to reduce risk in a more cost effective
and timely manner. Also, interim risk reduction planning has been performed to
provide the downstream communities additional levels of flood risk reduction. The
interim safety measures will remain active until the remediation is complete.

Question. Hamilton City Flood Control is a project in my State of California that
will produce both flood risk reduction and ecosystem restoration benefits. It involves
construction of a new 6.8 mile-long set-back levee to provide enhanced protection for
an economically challenged community of 2,500 on the Sacramento River while re-
connecting over 1,400 acres of floodplain to the river—allowing for ecosystem res-
toration that benefits several species listed as threatened or endangered. It will also
provide enhanced protection for the community’s sewage treatment plant, and there-
fore produces water quality benefits.

It has been cited as a model for collaboration among diverse stakeholders, and for
achieving multiple societal goals simultaneously. It would seem to be an excellent
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example of a new and better way of doing business at the Corps. It is also ready
to go. Design is complete, and the non-Federal cost-share has been secured.

Since this project appears to encapsulate the administration’s goals for multi-ben-
efit projects, I believe it would be an excellent project for consideration in the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2012 budget. What else does the Hamilton City project need to do
to be included in the President’s fiscal year 2012 budget?

Ms. Darcy. The Hamilton City project satisfies the administration goals and objec-
tives by emphasizing Ecosystem Restoration solutions to water resource challenges.
This multipurpose project also meets numerous State, local and other non-govern-
mental agencies objectives and goals for public safety, environmental stewardship
and restoration.

The project’s design phase is fully funded and the Corps expects to complete it
this year. The project will be considered along with other high performing projects
in the Nation for consideration by the administration for New Starts in fiscal year
2012.

Question. Last November, I wrote to alert you that the Sacramento District had
encountered a cost-increase for their scheduled repairs to Marysville Ring Levee,
which surrounds and protects the 12,000 residents of the city of Marysville. Con-
struction on Marysville, a separable element of the Federal authorized Yuba River
Basin Project, is scheduled to begin in August. I understand you are personally
working with the State of California and the local sponsors to close the funding
shortfall to take advantage of the construction season, so several functional seg-
ments can be completed all at once.

What is the status of your efforts to secure the additional funds the District needs
for this project?

Ms. Darcy. The Yuba River Basin, Marysville Ring Levee Phase 1 contract has
been allocated sufficient ARRA funds. The contract award is scheduled for the sum-
mer of 2010, pending completion of the Engineering Design Report and execution
of the amended Project Partnership Agreement.

Question. The Napa River Flood Protection Project has been the premiere flood
protection/multiple purpose project of the Corps for the last 10 years and I appre-
ciate the commitment made to the project by this administration, both in last year’s
budget and by providing almost $100 million from the American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act. This is the type of project the Corps should be proud of: a project that
delivers 100-year flood protection, creates over 700 acres of tidal wetland, and will
lead to the economic rebirth of a flood prone community.

What is your plan to keep this project on schedule and to move it aggressively
toward completion?

General Van Antwerp. The Napa Salt Marsh project, rather than the Napa River
flood risk reduction project, is the project that would provide 700 acres of tidal wet-
land. The Napa Salt Marsh project is funded in the fiscal year 2011 budget. Because
the project is quite large and complex and construction activities are accelerating,
the Corps recently has increased public outreach efforts. Weekly meetings are held
with the local sponsor, County of Napa—Flood Control and Water Conservation Dis-
trict, and the city of Napa so that any issues related to effects of ongoing construc-
tion activities on local businesses and residences are quickly addressed. Short term
schedules are posted on the current contractor’s Web site. Meetings with area resi-
dences and businesses are held in advance of upcoming work to seek input and
make adjustments to construction work efforts, where practical, to accommodate
their suggestions.

With ongoing construction occurring in Napa, the Corps recognizes the need to
continue design efforts and assess the Federal interest on the remaining project fea-
turesl.)lThe Corps is striving to have the next design contract completed as soon as
possible.

Question. Murrieta Creek Flood Protection and Environmental Restoration is a
similar multi-benefit project in southern California, which will also deliver 100-year
flood protection, restore a riparian habitat corridor, create 160 acres of wildlife habi-
tat, and develop a 55-acre regional sports park. Since fiscal year 2004, Congress has
provided $14 million for construction of the Murrieta Creek project. However, we
have seen little movement by the Corps in constructing the project and yet the
Corps spends the funds on non-construction tasks, including project management.

Will you provide a full accounting of where the funding we have appropriated has
gone? What are the administrative costs that are causing this funding to be spent
without any physical results?

General Van Antwerp. From fiscal year 2003 to fiscal year 2010, appropriations
for Murrieta Creek Project totals $16,062,000. During this same period, a total
amount of $537,000 was lost to Savings and Slippage (S&S), and/or Rescission. A
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total of $3,455,000 was reprogrammed into the project, for a total work allowance
of $18,980,000 (see Table below).

SUMMARY OF PROJECT CONSTRUCTION FUNDING (2003 TO 2010)

Fiscal Year Conference Sﬁg;langges (aS%«dS) Rescission AIII;]J};?]ICZV?I%A) Repro,g'\::tmming er\]g\lvxocrg
$1,000,000 ($179,000) ($6,000) $815,000 $254,000 $1,069,000
1,000,000 (141,000) (5,000) 854,000 2,869,000 3,723,000
1,500,000 (157,000) (11,000) 1,332,000 370,000 1,702,000
3,750,000 | oo, (38,000) 3,712,000 (38,000) 3,674,000
1,760,000 1,760,000 | .. 1,760,000
1,813,000 1,813,000 1,813,000
3,349,000 3,349,000 3,349,000
1,890,000 1,890,000 1,890,000

The physical construction for Phase 1 of the Murrieta Creek project was com-
pleted in fiscal year 2004 for total cost of approximately $3 million. In 2005, this
completed portion was damaged during the 2005 flood season. Emergency repairs
and upgrades incurred a total cost of approximately $3.6 million. In addition, an-
nual O&M and environmental and water quality monitoring costs of this completed
portion are paid for by project funds until this phase is turned over to the sponsor.
Supervision and administration costs for the project are slightly over $500,000
through fiscal year 2009.

On the non-construction costs, engineering and design costs for the project totals
to approximately $11 million. In addition to already completed engineering design
and environmental documentation products, these costs include on-going work such
as the following: (1) development of the Design Documentation Report which in-
cludes Sponsor’s request to do technical analysis of other alternatives for the basin
design; (2) preliminary design to include the ecological restoration and recreation
features of the basin to its flood control feature are also being made; and (3) plans
and specs for Phase 2 are near completion after several modifications to address
several constraints and issues.

Design of Phase 1A is also being prepared to account for necessary design changes
due to the Metropolitan Water District’s requirements. The Environmental Assess-
ment reports for Phase 1A and Phase 2 are being developed. In addition, the pres-
ence of nesting birds requires a section 7 consultation and therefore, more coordina-
tion with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Our environmental and water quality mon-
itoring produced reports to assure compliance with water quality and the project
mitigation requirements.

The following summarizes the total project expenditures through fiscal year 2009:

Federal Expenditures
Work Category Though Fiscal Year
2009
Lands $41,268
Relocations
Ecosystem Restoration
Channels 3,348,830
Recreation
Pre-construction Engineering and Design 1,492,000
Engineering and Design 11,261,621
Supervision and Administration 564,655
Total 16,708,374

Question. The local sponsor, the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Con-
servation District, is working to develop an innovative, more cost-effective alter-
native to the basin design which the community prefers to the Corps’ plan which
we believe will reduce costs and increase the benefit/cost ratio significantly.

Will you commit the Corps to reviewing the sponsor’s cost reduction recommenda-
tions, including more cost-effective designs, in order to find a more economical
project that the administration can budget?

General Van Antwerp. The Corps’ Los Angeles District is working with the River-
side County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and the Cities of
Murrieta and Temecula in an effort to move the project forward. In October 2009,
there was a meeting to discuss available options to start construction of Phase 1A
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and Phase 2. The Corps has committed to reviewing recommendations for a more
cost-effective design and to continue to work to move the project forward.

Question. The Llagas Creek Flood Protection Project, will provide flood protection
for 1,100 homes, 500 businesses and over 1,300 acres of agricultural land and pre-
serve the creek’s habitat, fish and wildlife. This project was initiated in 1954 and
is only 60 percent and the adjoining communities continue to flood on a regular
basis.

Despite regular appropriations, this project has not progressed well. What can the
Army Corps do to prioritize this project for implementation in order to complete con-
struction within the next several years?

General Van Antwerp. The project cost sharing is inconsistent with standard
Corps cost-shares and due to low performance, the project does not compete well for
funding against other Corps projects. However, the Corps will continue to evaluate
this project for funding during budget development.

Question. The South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Project will provide flood pro-
tection to Silicon Valley from the existing, deficient non-engineered levees where
tidal flooding and land subsidence occur along with the real risk of sea level rise.
I have been advised that, even though the Corps commits to schedules and budgets,
the feasibility study which was projected to cost approximately $12 million and be
completed in 5 years, now is estimated to cost $25 million and will be completed
in 10 years. This is unacceptable.

One solution to moving the project quickly is for the San Francisco District to
work more collaboratively with the local sponsors, both to allow them to advance
portions of the project to provide flood protection and to allow the sponsors to com-
plete certain pieces, or even the remainder of the feasibility report, in concert with
the Corps to reduce costs and expedite the schedule significantly.

Will you report back on positive efforts to facilitate these steps and recommend
other innovative approaches to allow for securing expedited completion and approval
of the Chief’s Report for the Project and initiation of Corps’ consideration?

General Van Antwerp. Although progress on the Shoreline Study has been slower
than originally anticipated, the Corps will complete the without-project phase of the
planning process in August 2010. This major milestone will identify existing and fu-
ture tidal flood risks and associated economic damages to the South Bay commu-
nities should a project never be built. The Corps continues to work closely with the
sponsors. One-half of the study costs ($12.5 million) will be provided by the sponsors
primarily as in-kind credit for contracts they are managing and staff time to partici-
pate in the study in an integral way through meetings and technical reviews.

The Corps is assisting the sponsors in applying the technical analysis to develop
smaller, early implementation projects for flood risk management under our section
104 authority that they can move forward with on their own. This work in advance
of a Corps authorized project will help bring flood protection to the communities
most at risk sooner, and provide early restoration opportunities. If these projects be-
come part of the authorized project the local sponsors can receive credit during con-
struction for the work they perform. Although there is an authority under Naviga-
tion studies for a local sponsor to complete a feasibility report on their own, no such
authority exists for Flood Risk Management studies.

The with-project phase of our planning process includes the development and
evaluation of alternatives for both flood risk management and ecosystem restora-
tion. Due to the complexity of the hydrodynamic modeling within the study area and
multi-purpose planning challenges, we have scheduled a significant amount of time
for this effort. We are assessing every possible way to streamline the evaluation and
comparison of project alternatives with the goal of shortening the schedule.

Other options to consider are to continue with a single purpose plan of Flood Risk
Management, or to reduce the geographic scope of this first study. The goal is to
collaborate with both the Conservancy and Santa Clara Valley Water District in de-
veloping a plan to move forward in the most expeditious and beneficial manner for
all parties.

Question. As stated in the Assistant Secretary’s testimony, the Hamilton Airfield
Wetlands Restoration-Bel Marin Keys Project is one of the Army Corps’ premier
wetlands restoration projects. However, I am concerned about reports I am hearing
of how the project is being implemented and I believe your personal involvement
is required.

First, I was recently made aware that after about a year of negotiating the Project
Cooperation Agreement to include the authorization of the Bel Marin Keys V por-
tion of the project into the base Hamilton Project at the authorized cost-sharing of
75 percent/25 percent in the Corps’ own documents, that in the last month the
Corps made the decision to change the cost-sharing to 65 percent/35 percent.
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Second, while the project is authorized at a total of $228 million, last year the
San Francisco District estimated the total cost would be $500 million. This year, the
Corps came back with an estimate of $300 million, but could not detail for the local
sponsor how much dredged material that amount would move, nor could they quan-
tify the minimum amount of dredge material needed to meet the habitat goals. This
inability to determine the total cost of this project is concerning.

Can you report back to me on both of these issues?

General Van Antwerp. Because of changes to project authorities, the cost share
did start out as 75/25 and is now 65/35. Specifically, section 2037 of WRDA 2007
amended the section 204 authorization the project was started under to increase the
non-Federal cost share to 35 percent. WRDA 2007 modified the Hamilton Wetland
Restoration Project (HWRP) to add the Bel Marin Keys Unit V (BMK) site to the
existing project at a first cost of $228.1 million. The authorized fully funded total
project cost estimate for the combined project, escalated to today’s dollars is $267
million. This estimate assumes that the total project will be constructed with the
expected amount of dredged material and environmental outputs of the project as
specified in the Chief’s Report.

SACRAMENTO

Question. The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency and the California Depart-
ment of Water Resources are collaborating on urgently needed levee improvements
for the Natomas basin, in close cooperation with the Army Corps of Engineers. In
fact, the Corps is preparing a Post-Authorization Change Report (PACR) to support
the Federal component of the project. The Corps has committed to completing the
PACR this summer, in time for Congress to act on as it considers authorization of
water projects.

Can you confirm the Corps’ schedule and commitment to this project? Please pro-
vide a detailed schedule for completion of the PACR.

General Van Antwerp. The Corps is committed to the Natomas Basin project, in-
cluding executing in accordance with the following schedule:

Schedule American River Common Features (ARCF) Post Authorization Change
Report:

—Complete the draft Post-Authorization Change (PAC) by June 15, 2010.

—Submit the final PAC package to HQ by August 31, 2010.

—Sign Chief’s Report by December 31, 2010.

The Chief’s Report for the ARCF GRR is scheduled for December 31, 2010.
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Question. Greater Sacramento remains one of the most at-risk urban areas in the
Nation. I want to acknowledge my appreciation that the President’s budget once
again includes funding for Sacramento area flood control projects. However, several
projects, especially the American River Watershed “Common Features” project and
the Folsom Dam Modification project are at the point of heavy construction activity.

Do you anticipate that the administration will support the large funding require-
ments that are necessary to keep these projects on schedule?

Ms. Darcy. I cannot commit to future budget amounts, since those are future deci-
sions. However, I can affirm that this project has consistently been considered a pri-
ority.

Question. The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency and California Department
of Water Resources are working together to lead what I believe is a perfect example
of non-Federal initiative for initiating and financing major flood control works in the
Natomas Basin. I believe this could serve as a model for more collaborative Federal/
non-Federal partnerships nationwide, which can move needed projects forward more
efficiently and leverage limited Federal resources.

Would you consider reviewing this model as a potential template for future part-
nerships?

Ms. Darcy. Yes, we will review this model. Non-Federal partners, the State of
California and SAFCA have been outstanding partners and instrumental in assist-
ing the Corps move forward quickly and effectively on this project.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT F. BENNETT
LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA (LCA)

Question. The budget request includes a new start in the Construction account,
one for the Louisiana Coastal Area ecosystem restoration project. Can construction
on the Louisiana Coastal Area project be initiated in fiscal year 2011, given the sta-
tus of the planning study?

General Van Antwerp. Provided that LCA project reports favorably complete the
administration review process, yes, construction can be initiated in fiscal year 2011.
The LCA study farthest along is for the Beneficial Use of Dredged Material
(BUDMAT) Program. The programmatic feasibility study for BUDMAT was sub-
mitted by the Corps to my office in March 2010 for review. The study outlines a
framework for using material generated through maintenance dredging of author-
ized channels for restoration efforts.

The BUDMAT study provides criteria for identifying individual projects that could
proceed after completing the relevant planning and environmental studies. Pre-con-
struction engineering and design of the first BUDMAT projects will start in late fis-
cal year 2010, with construction of those individual projects expected to be initiated
in fiscal year 2011.

Question. Can you assure us today that the funding would result in on the ground
projects if it was included in an appropriation bill?

General Van Antwerp. If the LCA BUDMAT Program report receives a favorable
administration review, the Corps is prepared to work with the State of Louisiana
to execute a Project Partnership Agreements in fiscal year 2010 in preparation to
begin construction in fiscal year 2011. The Corps will capitalize on the scheduled
maintenance dredging at authorized channels where the material can be used for
restoration projects that meet the LCA Program objectives.

Question. The Louisiana coast continues to be negatively impacted from subsid-
ence and sea level rise. Beyond the near term benefit of wetland restoration, how
will the work proposed under the LCA account for these factors. Are we essentially
wasting our money for very short term gains?

General Van Antwerp. Sea level rise and subsidence were factors in developing
the plans for the LCA projects. While the projects cannot stop sea level rise and sub-
sidence, the projects can slow down the disappearance of the landforms by elimi-
nating some of the causes of coastal erosion. The addition of sediments through di-
rect placement or river diversions will increase the ability of the restored area to
continue to function and provide habitat with minimum continuing intervention
over time. The soft, fluid Louisiana coastal formations erode in nature, and the serv-
ices produced by a given project will change as the land erodes. The landforms con-
tinue to function as coastal habitats and ecosystem regulators even though they do
not maintain their original construction footprint.

Question. Will the LCA project actually restore the Louisiana coast? It appears
to me that the best you will be able to accomplish with this program is perhaps to
reduce the current loss of wetlands. Even that goal is unclear if it can be met. How
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do you justify spending funds to initiate construction on something that has such
speculative benefit?

General Van Antwerp. The projects identified in the LCA 2004 report are restora-
tion elements that could be implemented in the near term to address critical needs
of the Louisiana coast. As indicated in the LCA 2004 report, the design and oper-
ation of these features would reduce the current rate of loss, maintain the oppor-
tunity for, and support the development of large-scale, long range comprehensive
coastal restoration.

The near term projects are intended to work in concert with each other to improve
the sustainability of the Louisiana coast. Maintaining natural landscape features
and hydrologic processes is critical to sustainable ecosystem structures and func-
tions. The Louisiana coastline represents 90 percent of the wetlands in the contig-
uous United States and is currently disappearing at an alarming rate. This unique
and scarce habitat has high fish and wildlife values and serves to protect nationally
important oil and gas infrastructure, as well as coastal communities and cultures.

Question. Why is the LCA project more of a priority for the administration than
other restoration projects?

Ms. Darcy. Execution of the LCA projects would make significant progress toward
achieving and sustaining a coastal ecosystem that can support and protect the envi-
ronment, economy, and culture of southern Louisiana and thus, contribute to the
economy and well-being of the Nation.

With no action the capacity of the coastal wetlands to buffer storm surges from
tropical storm events will diminish, which will increase the risk of significant dam-
age to oil, gas, transportation, water supply and other private and public infrastruc-
ture and agriculture lands and urban areas. A continued decline of the natural eco-
system will result in a decrease in various functions and values associated with wet-
lands, including corresponding diminished biological productivity and increased risk
to critical habitat of Federal-listed threatened and endangered species.

Question. Why is funding included in both the GI and the construction accounts?

Ms. Darcy. For fiscal year 2011, funds from the Investigations account would be
used to continue the feasibility level analysis for components of the LCA Program
and funds from the Construction account will be used to undertake construction for
those components where construction can be initiated.

Question. WRDA 07 conditionally authorized six projects subject to a favorable re-
port of the Chief of Engineers not later than December 2010. Are you on schedule
to meet this report requirement?

Ms. Darcy. The Corps and the State of Louisiana are currently on schedule to
have a signed favorable report of the Chief of Engineers Report by December 2010.

GENERAL BUDGET QUESTIONS

Question. Understanding that development of the budget is an iterative process
between the agency and the administration, is it safe to assume that the Corps ini-
tial budget request to OMB differed from what we have before us today?

Ms. Darcy. The Corps’ recommendations are the foundation of the Army’s budget
recommendations to the President. The advice and counsel leading up to the Army’s
recommendations are part of the internal deliberative process.

Question. Without going into specific projects are funding levels, can you tell us
a little bit about how it might have differed?

Ms. Darcy. The President must make government-wide budget decisions in consid-
eration of his the overall policy, spending and deficit goals. In order to provide the
President the full benefit of advice from the agencies and departments, budget delib-
erations are considered to be pre-decisional, internal information.

Question. Was the initial amount that the Corps recommended higher than what
is before us today?

Ms. Darcy. The advice and counsel leading up to the recommendations that form
the basis of the President’s budget are part of the internal deliberative process and
are considered confidential advice to the President.

Question. Was a specific area or business line of the budget request more im-
pacted by the budgetary criteria?

Ms. Darcy. The budget is performance based, and benefit cost ratio (BCR) is a pri-
mary allocation metric. Some business lines are more likely to carry higher benefit-
to-cost ratios, although consideration also is given to reducing risks to human life
and providing important environmental restoration benefits.

YAZOO BACKWATER

Question. Why does the fiscal year 2011 budget propose to cancel $58 million pre-
viously appropriated for the Yazoo Backwater project?



222

Ms. Darcy. As a result of Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) veto of the
Yazoo Backwater Pumps Project under section 404(c) of the National Environmental
Policy Act, the project cannot proceed and, therefore, the funds appropriated specifi-
cally for implementation of the Yazoo Backwater pumps project are not needed.

Question. Will this cancellation affect completion of the center associated with the
Theodore Roosevelt National Wildlife Refuge?

Ms. Darcy. The requirement of the fiscal year 2009 Omnibus Appropriation Act
that some of the funding appropriated for the Yazoo Pumps project in that act be
used for the Interpretive Center has been satisfied.

Question. What about the ongoing litigation? It is inappropriate to propose can-
cellation of these funds before the final decision is made.

Ms. Darcy. The Army is not a party to this litigation. The court has allowed six
environmental groups to intervene as defendants in the lawsuit. The court will de-
cide the lawsuit on motions for summary judgment based on the administrative
record.

Question. There is an inconsistency between the administration’s budget appendix
and the Corps’ press release. The budget appendix assumes $58 million is cancelled.
The press book shows only $52 million. Are either of these numbers correct?

Ms. Darcy. The $58 million reflected in the administration’s budget appendix is
the amount of funds appropriated in fiscal year 2004 thru fiscal year 2009 for imple-
mentation of the Yazoo Backwater project. Due to a misunderstanding about the ef-
fect of language in the fiscal year 2009 Omnibus Appropriation Act, the press book
reduced the amount by $6,000,000.

LEVEE CERTIFICATION

Question. There is considerable controversy over the minimally acceptable rating
for levee certification. Please explain the Corps inspection process and how the
FEMA rating system has affected the Inspection of Completed Works program.

General Van Antwerp. The Corps conducts Routine Inspections on an annual
basis of levees including those the Corps operates and maintains; those Federal au-
thorized and operated/maintained by a local sponsor; and those locally constructed
and locally maintained, but have applied and been accepted into the Corps’ Public
Law 84-99 program. The purpose of these Routine Inspections (also referred to as
Annual Inspections or Continuing Eligibility Inspections) is to ensure the levee sys-
tem is being properly operated and maintained in accordance with project coopera-
tion agreements, if applicable, as well as to determine eligibility for Federal reha-
bilitation funds under Public Law 84-99.

The Corps uses an inspection checklist and provides a levee “system” rating. A
levee system is defined as comprising one or more levee or floodwall segments which
collectively provide flood risk reduction to a defined area. The levee system is inclu-
sive of all features that are interconnected and necessary to ensure flood risk reduc-
tion of the associated separable floodplain. A levee system can have one or more
local sponsors or maintainers, but is rated as one entity. The Corps provides a rat-
ing for each individual item/component on the checklist and then gives the levee an
overall system rating.

The Corps’ inspection ratings include the following:

Acceptable Item.—The inspected item is in satisfactory condition, with no defi-
ciencies, and will function as intended during the next flood event.

Minimally Acceptable Item.—The inspected item has one or more minor defi-
ciencies that need to be corrected. The minor deficiency or deficiencies will not seri-
ously impair the functioning of the item as intended during the next flood event.

Unacceptable Item.—The inspected item has one or more serious deficiencies that
need to be corrected. The serious deficiency or deficiencies will seriously impair the
functioning of the item as intended during the next flood event.

Acceptable System.—All items or components are rated as Acceptable.

Minimally Acceptable System.—One or more items are rated as Minimally Accept-
able or one or more items are rated as Unacceptable and an engineering determina-
tion concludes that the Unacceptable items would not prevent the system from per-
forming as intended during the next flood event.

Unacceptable System.—One or more items are rated as Unacceptable and would
prevent the system from performing as intended, or a serious deficiency noted in
past inspections (which had previously resulted in a minimally acceptable system
rating) has not been corrected within the established timeframe, not to exceed 2
years.

If a levee system is rated Unacceptable, that system is placed in Inactive status
in Public Law 84-99 until corrections are made. An Inactive levee is no longer eligi-



223

ble for Federal rehabilitation funding if damaged from a flood event. The Corps will
still participate in flood fighting activities.

Inspection results are provided to the local sponsor and to FEMA. If the Corps
is on record as having previously certified the levee for FEMA purposes, then the
Corps will evaluate how the inspection results may or may not impact the certifi-
cation. If the Corps did not certify the levee, then FEMA will decide if the certifi-
cation needs to be revisited based on the inspection results.

An “Acceptable” inspection rating by the Corps does not equate to a levee certifi-
cation.

An “Unacceptable” inspection rating by the Corps does not automatically “decer-
tify” a levee.

A Periodic Inspection, conducted every 5 years, is the next level of inspection in
the Corps Levee Safety Program and is conducted by a multidisciplinary team, led
by a professional engineer. It includes a more detailed, comprehensive and con-
sistent evaluation of the condition of the levee system. Activities under the Periodic
Inspection include evaluating Routine Inspection items; verifying proper operation
and maintenance; evaluating operational adequacy, structural stability and, safety
of the system; and comparing current design and construction criteria with those
in place when the levee was built. The final Periodic Inspection rating is based upon
the Routine Inspection checklist.

FEMA does not have any type of rating system for levees or levee certification.

Question. We understand that levees that were designed for underseepage may
now receive a minimally acceptable rating under the new rating system. How will
this impact the levee being certified or accredited by FEMA?

General Van Antwerp. Inspection ratings by the Corps do not have a direct cor-
relation to levee certification for FEMA purposes. Certification for FEMA purposes
only evaluates a levee at the 1 percent flood event (or 100 year or base flood) and
any type of condition, such as underseepage, will need to be taken into account for
this evaluation. For example, deficiencies could exist that may not impact the levee’s
ability to perform at the 1 percent flood event.

Question. What happens if a levee loses certification and how will this impact
taxes paid to levee districts for funding levee maintenance?

General Van Antwerp. When levees do not meet certification criteria, the areas
behind them are mapped as if the levee is not there. Depending on the hydraulics,
these areas could be shown on FEMA’s Flood Insurance Rate Maps as high-risk Spe-
cial Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs). Flood insurance and other flood plain manage-
ment requirements are mandatory in SFHAs.

The Corps cannot comment on how local taxes are implemented or impacted.

Question. Who is responsible for the cost to bring a levee that was previously cer-
tified in the past up to current standards for levee certification?

General Van Antwerp. For Inspection of Completed Works levees (Federal author-
ized/locally maintained), the local sponsor has the responsibility to ensure the levee
will perform to the authorized design level, which may be below, at, or above the
1 percent (or 100 year or base) flood event for levee certification.

For levees the Corps operates and maintains, the Corps has the responsibility to
ensure the levee will perform to the authorized design level. For all other levees,
the entity seeking certification has responsibility to ensure the levee meets certifi-
cation criteria.

Question. How does the Corps Levee Safety program support levee certification?

General Van Antwerp. The Corps will provide any levee information available to
the local sponsor in support of certification efforts.

Question. When is levee certification a Corps of Engineers responsibility?

General Van Antwerp. It is the local levee sponsor’s or community’s responsibility
to provide levee certification documentation to FEMA. Local communities must le-
gally adopt and administer FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) re-
quirements and have responsibility for operation and maintenance of their levees.

If the Corps operates and maintains the levee, the local community that must
adopt the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map as part of their requirement for partici-
pation in the National Flood Insurance Program may request the Corps to perform
the certification of that levee. If funding is available, the Corps may perform the
certification. The purpose of levee certification is to determine how FEMA will map
the floodplain behind the levee for flood insurance purposes as part of the NFIP.
The 1 percent annual chance exceedance flood, also called the 100-year or base
flood, is an insurance standard. It is not a safety standard nor does it eliminate risk.

Question. For levee projects that once had 100-year certification and now find that
they are a couple of feet too short or have other structural issues, what is the likeli-
hood that current Corps policy would allow the Corps to participate in finding solu-
tions that would be economically justified?
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General Van Antwerp. The Corps has various authorities and programs in the
area of Flood Risk Management to collaborate in finding potential solutions, such
as section 205—Flood Damage Reduction; section 216—Review of Completed
Projects; Floodplain Management Services, Planning Assistance to States, inter-
agency teams, or initiation of reconnaissance study.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MITCH MCCONNELL

Question. The U.S. Army Corps recommends a mere $2.868 million for the Ken-
tucky Lock and Dam project in the fiscal year 2011 budget, which will cause the
project to slip even further behind. How many years delayed is the project, and
what additional funds are now needed complete it? What is the Army Corps’ long-
term plan for Kentucky Lock?

General Van Antwerp. The Kentucky Lock Project received $65.6 million in ARRA
funds to date that has allowed for award of the Upstream Lock Monoliths construc-
tion contract. This contract encompasses all the critical activities of the project
through at least the second quarter of fiscal year 2012. For this reason, the project
did not require significant funding in fiscal year 2011 from the Inland Waterways
Trust Fund IWTF).

The $2.868 million in the fiscal year 2011 budget is sufficient to complete the on-
going highway/railroad relocations superstructure construction contract. The
project’s completion date has been extended for 3 years due to the solvency issues
of the IWTF. If enacted, the draft plan to restore solvency to the IWTF would pro-
vide sufficient funding to complete the project before 2020.

Question. The Army Corps has indicated that $143.2 million could be used to fur-
ther construction at Olmsted Locks and Dam; however the President’s budget for
fiscal year 2011 includes $136 million for the project. How many years behind is
the project from its scheduled completion date? At what point does the budget for
Olmsted take a severe budget cut, like the Kentucky Lock Project, because of the
inability of the Inland Waterways Trust Fund to fund ongoing projects?

General Van Antwerp. The Olmsted project completion date of 2012 has slipped,
due to a number of factors including river conditions, design changes, materials and
supply escalation, and differing site conditions. If optimal funding were to be avail-
able, the project could be completed in 2018. For fiscal year 2011 thru fiscal year
2015 the estimated efficient funding stream for the project is approximately $140—
$145 annually.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICHARD C. SHELBY

Question. In the wake of Judge Magnuson’s July 2009 ruling concerning the
Corps’ illegal operations in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) River Basin,
the Corps was forced to withdraw its scoping report for the ACF Water Manual Up-
date and issue a revised scoping report. The Corps is also preparing a new water
control manual for the Alabama-Coosa-Tallapoosa (ACT) River Basin, but Judge
Bowdre has not yet ruled on the legality of the Corps operations in the ACT Basin.

In light of the experience with having to withdraw the ACF scoping report, has
the Corps considered suspending the ACT manual update process until Judge
Bowdre issues her ruling? If not, how can the Corps justify expending scarce re-
sources to continue with the ACT manual update process when Judge Bowdre’s rul-
ing may require that the process start over?

General Van Antwerp. The Corps is updating the ACT water control manuals and
associated NEPA documentation in accordance with direction provided by then Sec-
retary of the Army Pete Geren in October 2007, and Army regulations. Updating
the water control manuals and NEPA documentation is a complex and time-con-
suming deliberative process that includes extensive model development and data
analysis, as well as coordination with Federal, State, regional and local agencies.

The Corps is confident that its operations in the ACT basin, and its process in
updating the ACT manuals, are fully in compliance with applicable law. While the
possibility exists that some adjustments to the update may be appropriate in re-
sponse to a future ruling by Judge Bowdre in the ACT litigation in the U.S. District
Court for the Northern District of Alabama, the majority of the work being per-
formed now would still be needed and of value in implementing any water control
manual update.

Although the Corps did decide to reopen public scoping of the ACF water control
manual updates and EIS in November 2009, to account for Judge Magnuson’s July
17, 2009 ruling in the consolidated cases styled In re Tri-State Water Rights Litiga-
tion, No. 3:07-md-01 (M.D. Fla.), the Corps is continuing the process of updating the



225

ACF water control manuals, in accordance with Secretary Geren’s earlier direction,
and released an updated scoping report in March 2010. The July 2009 ruling is cur-
rently on appeal.

Question. Explain how the Corps has factored the legal principles underlying
Judge Magnuson’s ruling concerning the ACF into Corps’ ACT manual update proc-
ess.

General Van Antwerp. Judge Magnuson’s ruling addressed the authorities for op-
erating Buford Dam/Lake Sidney Lanier and did not address the ACT manual up-
date process.

Question. What steps has the Corps taken to address the fact that Cobb County-
Marietta Water Authority withdraws more water than they are entitled to withdraw
from Lake Allatoona under their contract with the Corps?

General Van Antwerp. The Corps notified CCMWA in a letter dated November
2, 2007 that its water supply withdrawals from Lake Allatoona were exceeding the
amount of water available in storage allocated to CCMWA pursuant to its storage
contract. There are on-going discussions with CCMWA regarding this issue.

Question. What is the status of the Hickory Log Creek Reservoir in Georgia and
when is it anticipated that the pumping facility on the Etowah River will begin op-
erations?

General Van Antwerp. Construction of the reservoir is essentially complete and
the reservoir is approximately 80 percent full due to plentiful rains in the fall of
2009 and spring 2010. The Etowah River pump system is completed, but some land
acquisition problems have arisen. Pursuant to DOA permit conditions CCMWA can-
not pump from the Etowah River until it completes its compensatory mitigation.
The estimated time until the pumping from the Etowah begins is now December
2010. However, to date, the Corps has not received a formal request from CCMWA
to start pumping from the Etowah River.

Question. Has the Corps imposed any restrictions on the timing and duration of
pumping from the Etowah River into the Hickory Log Creek Reservoir to minimize
the impact upon inflows into Lake Allatoona?

General Van Antwerp. The State of Georgia has established conditions for when
pumping from the Etowah River into Hickory Log Creek can occur. These conditions
limit withdrawals from the Etowah River when the river is below 25 percent of An-
nual Daily Discharge (ADD).

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR GEORGE V. VOINOVICH

Question. In the Fiscal Year 2010 Energy and Water Appropriations Act, Congress
provided the Corps with emergency authority to implement measures for Asian
Carp that were included in an interim or final Feasibility Study, which was author-
ized in WRDA 2007. Has this authority been helpful and does the Corps support
the continuation of this authority?

Ms. Dar